AMENDED
RECORD OF DECISION
NO. 1

€D ST,
RN

2 K
4 o
2 M N

% S
%) <&
4L prot*

SOUTH CAVALCADE STREET
SUPERFUND SITE

May 16, 1997

TR0
137011

137011

012875




012876

DECLARATION
FOR
THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION NO. 1

SITE NAME AND LOCATION.

South Cavalcade Street Site
2001 Collingsworth Street
Houston, TX

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE. This decision document presents an amendment to
the selected remedial action for the South Cavalcade Street Site which was chosen in accordance with
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) (42 U.S. Code,
Section 9601, et seq.), and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR
Part 300). This decision is based on the Administrative Record for this site. The State of Texas
concurs with this amended remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE. Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Amended Record of
Decision, present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the
environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY. This amendment fundamentally changes the Record of
Decision (ROD) executed by the Regional Administrator on September 26, 1988. This amended
remedy will seal and contain soils contaminated with greater than 700 ppm carcinogenic polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (cPAH) beneath a six inch thick reinforced concrete cap.

STATUTORY DETERMINATION. The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes a permanent solution
and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The questionable success
of soil washing, the previously selected remedy, and the comparable risk off-site preclude selecting
a remedy which treats the contaminants of concern. Since contamination at the site presents only
low level threats, and treatment of the contaminated soil at the site was not found to be practicable,
this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal
element. However, as described in the following Amended Record of Decision a reinforced concrete
cap will sever the exposure pathway and thus protect human health and the environment.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite above health-based levels,
a reviev will be conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action to ensure that
continues to provide adequate protection of public health, welfare, and the environment.

6-27-97
Date

Actipg Regional Administrator (6RA)
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1. INTRODUCTION. In 1988, EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for the South Cavalcade Street Superfund S
which selected soil flushing and soil washing as the remedies to remediate wood treating wastes in the soil. However,
discussed below, following a soil washing pilot study, it became apparent to EPA that the selected remedy would not achie
the remedial action goals established in the ROD. Consequently, EPA decided to propose a change to the remedy at the s
through this ROD amendment to cover the contamination with a concrete cap.

a. Site Name and Location. The South Cavalcade Street site was once the site of a former coal tar distillation a
creosote wood preserving facility. The contaminants of concern in on-site soils are seven carcinogenic compounds' releas...
from the creosote wood preservative prior to 1962, when wood treating operations ceased. The site is located in urban northeast
Houston, Texas about one mile southwest of the intersection of Interstate Loop 610 and U.S. Route 59 (Figure 1 & 2). The
boundaries of the 66 acre site are Cavalcade Street to the north, Collingsworth Street to the south, and the Houston Belt and
Terminal (HB&T) lines to the east and west. The site is generally flat and is drained by two storm water drainage ditches
flanking the east and west sides. These ditches discharge into Hunting Bayou, a Houston Ship Channel tributary.

The site is presently used by three commercial freight truck companies: Trucking Properties, Nations Way Transport
Service, and Palletized Trucking. These companies erected terminal, office and maintenance buildings on the northern and
southern parts of the site. The central part of the site remains vegetated and vacant. Surrounding the site are commercial,
industrial and some residential properties. The nearest residential area is directly to the west and across the HB&T railroad
tracks; however, there are no residential properties adjacent to a site boundary. EPA anticipates the site will continue to be used
as commercial freight truck terminals for the foreseeable future.

b. Lead and Support Agencies. EPA is the lead agency overseeing site remediation under the terms of a Consent
Decree executed by Beazer East, Inc. ("BEI"), and entered by the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Texas on
March 14, 1991 (Civil Action No. H-90-2406). Under the Consent Decree terms, BEI is responsible for remediating the site
in accordance with the remedy selected by EPA, as reflected by the ROD executed by EPA on September 16, 1988. A copy
of the ROD is included in the Administrative Record as explained in the paragraph below. The Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission (TNRCC) provides EPA remedial action support on the site.

c. Administrative Record. This ROD amendment will become part of the Administrative Record file in
accordance with the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR §300.825(a)(2). The Administrative Record contains
documents such as the "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study" (RI/FS) and ROD, that form the basis for selecting the
remedial action. In addition, documents attached to or referenced in this amended Record of Decision are incorporated into
the Administrative Record by reference. The Administrative Record is located at:

012879

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Houston Central Library
Region 6 500 McKinney

1445 Ross Avenue Houston, TX 77002
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 (713) 236-1313

(214) 665-6444

The Administrative Record is available to the public at EPA Region 6 on Mondays through Fridays from 8 a.m. to 4
p.m. or the Houston Central Library on Mondays through Fridays from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. except legal holidays.

d. Explanation of Difference. In lieu of using the soil washing and soil flushing remedies originally selected in
the ROD, the remedy described in this amendment is to seal areas where surface contamination exceeds the ROD established
soil cleanup goal - 700 ppm total carcinogenic polyaromatic hydrocarbons (cPAH)” - with a reinforced concrete cover. The
ROD established 700 ppm as the soil cleanup goal to “... prevent against an excess lifetime increased cancer risk of 8 x 10
for likely on-site exposure to soil.” Site risk is further discussed in this amendment under the title “Summary of Rationale
for Changing the Remedy Selected in the ROD.” This amendment affects only the soil remedial action whereas on site
groundwater remedial action remains unchanged.

' The carcinogenic compounds are benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene,
chrysene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene and ideno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene.

2 "Record of Decision," South Cavaicade Street Site," USEPA, September 16, 1988, p. 15. (See Administrative Record)

% ROD, p. 32.
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SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,
AMENDED ROD NO. 1
MAY 16, 1996, Page 4

Since capping contamination changes the remedial approach originally established in the ROD, EPA considers t
a "fundamental” change and must amend the ROD in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Respor
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), Section 117(c), 42 U.S.C. § 9617(c), and the 1990 National Contingency P
(NCP) at 40 CFR § 300.435(c)(2)(ii). However, as explained in the following paragraphs, EPA believes this change v
continue to protect human health within the acceptable risk range defined in the NCP at 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(2)(i)(A)(2,

e. Summary of the Circumstances Requiring an Amendment. The remedy originally selected for soil at this ¢
was soil washing and soil flushing.® However, on September 25, 1992, EPA approved the August 1992, Keysto..
Environmental "Soil Delineation Report" which concluded that the estimated soil quantity requiring remediation was
significantly less than the ROD estimate. As a result, the report concluded that it would be more efficient and cost effective
to use one remediation technology rather than two.> EPA agreed with the soil delineation proposal and granted BEI approval
to begin remedial design using only soil washing.®

In 1993, during the remedial design phase BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study; however, the study did not
conclude that soil washing would provide overall protection of human health and the environment because forty percent of the
soil volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goals. Consequently, there was no benefit to implement full scale
operations. Thereafter, BEI stated that it did not believe contamination beneath the surface posed a realistic health risk and
petitioned EPA to reconsider the reasonableness of any risk posed by such contamination. After lengthy review and sertous
discussions with BEI, EPA decided that as long as the contamination remained below the surface, it posed no unacceptable
risk.” As a result on September 29, 1995, BEI proposed permanently covering the contaminated areas with a concrete cap in
lieu of the originally selected remedies.®

2. REASONS FOR AMENDING THE ROD.

a. Soil Remedy Selected in the ROD. As previously stated, the remedy selected in the ROD was flushing and
washing approximately 30,000 cu. yd of a contaminated soil cross section from the surface down to a depth of six feet.’
Through soil flushing, contaminated soil zones would have been remediated through a physical-chemical in situ soil flushing
process which would have continually passed an aqueous solution, containing surfactants or other chemicals, through
contaminated areas to release the contaminants. As the released contaminants moved out of the contaminated zone they would
have been captured and treated by collection and treatment systems. The contaminants would have in effect been flushed out
of the contaminated zone.

Through soil washing, excavated soils would have been removed to an on-site washing facility which would have
washed the contaminants from the soil into a wash water which would have been treated with screens, centrifuges, flocculators
and clarifiers to remove the contaminants. The treated water would have been recycled for additional soil washing use.

b. Summary of Rationale for Changing Remedy Selected in the ROD. As described in a previous section titled
"Summary of the Circumstances Requiring an Amendment," EPA reconsidered the soil flushing remedy and proposed to
abandon it after concluding that estimated soil quantity requiring remediation was significantly less than originally estimated.
Therefore, it would be more efficient and cost effective to use one remediation technology rather than two. In 1993, during
the design effort BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study; however, the study's results did not conclude that soil washing would
provide overall protection of human health and the environment because the pilot test demonstrated that forty percent of the
soil volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goal. Consequently, the final volume and disposal of soil that would
remain contaminated was uncertain, so there was no benefit to beginning full scale operations. These pilot study findings
presented new information that fundamentally changed the performance and cost of the selected remedy. Therefore in
accordance with the NCP 40 CFR § 300.435, EPA amended the ROD for this site. When evaluating the BEI proposal to

012882

* ROD, p. 30.

$ *Soil Delineation Report,” Keystone Environmental Resources, Inc., pp 4-1 to 4-6, August 1992. (See Administrative
Record)

¢ USEPA letters to Beazer East, September 2, 1992 and September 25, 1992. (See Appendix A)
7 USEPA letter to Beazer East, September 7, 1995 (See Appendix A)
® Beazer East letter to USEPA, September 29, 1995 (See Appendix A)

° ROD, p. 18.
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. SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,

AMENDED ROD NO. 1
MAY 16, 1996, Page 5

contain the wastes at the site, EPA considered the May 25, 1995, Land Use in The CERCLA Remedy Selection Pro.
(OSWER Directive 9355.7-04). As described in the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430.(a)(1)(iii)(A), EPA prefers permanent soluti
to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the wastes and the treatment of all principal threats. However, in 1991, three y:
after the ROD was signed, EPA published guidance defining “principal threat.”’° In accordance with that guidance, EPA ¢
not consider the contamination on site to be a principle threat since the base line risk assessment did not identify any health :
from any of the soil contaminants on site greater than 1 in 1000 (1x 10°)."" Therefore, since the waste on site is not conside
a principal threat the NCP 40 CFR § 300.430.(a)(1)(iii)(B) now allows EPA to use “... engineering controls, such
containment, for waste that poses a relatively long term threat.”'> EPA believes a concrete cover will provide reliable protecti....

As a result of BEI's proposal, EPA re-evaluated the reasonably anticipated land use and the potential exposure
pathways (see Table 1) for the designated land use from the original Record of Decision. Using the aforementioned land use
directive EPA developed future land use assumptions with information such as population growth patterns, accessability to the
site, institutional controls in place and site location.” This evaluation lead EPA to conclude that the current land use, freight
truck terminals, will continue to be the land use for the foreseeable future and will remain nothing other than industrial use
because of population growth patterns, accessability to the site, institutional controls and its location. This is a change from
EPA's original land use assumptions.

012883

At the time that the site was under

investigation, inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation, and
direct contact by utility or construction workers were EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

likely exposure assumptions. However, as a result of an * Inadvertent inge_Stion’ qut inr_lalation,_ .and

Administrative Order on Consent, entered in 1992, each direct contact with surficial soils by utility or

landowner has placed a deed notice on file to alert construction workers;

future landowners that contamination remains on site.'* { ® Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with
The order also prevents landowners from drilling drainage ditch sediments by trespassing

water wells on site; requirc;s la.mdowger's to preserve, children; and

protect, repair and maintain existing concrete § o Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with

foundations and paved areas; and provides notice that surface soils by future residents if the site

residential use of the site is inappropriate.’

Consequently, this pathway is no longer realistic were ever developed.

because future owners are forewamned and can take 1 ° Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with
measures to protect utility or construction workers from surface soils by on-site commercial
inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation and direct contact occupants

with contaminants on the site.

Although inadvertent ingestion and direct Table 1 Four Exposure Pathways Assumptions.
contact with drainage ditch sediments by trespassing
children was considered a potential exposure according
to the remedial investigation studies, this exposure had a maximum noncarcinogenic hazard index of less than 0.01 and a
maximum excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10”°. The risk estimate for this exposure pathway is within the acceptable range
defined in the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(2)(i}(A)2).'¢

' *A Guide to Principal Threat and Low Level Threat Wastes," USEPA, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
(OSWER) Directive No. 9380.3FS, November 1991.

" *Feasibility Study,” Keystone Environmental Resources, Inc., p. 2-28a, August 1988. (Administrative Record)
"2 National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CFR § 300.430.(a)(1)(iii)(B).

* “Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process,” USEPA, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
(OSWER) Directive No. 9355.7-04, p. 5.

* Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), Docket Number 6-08-92, June 9, 1992. (See Appendix C)
'* AOC, 1992, p. 7.

' *ROD, p. 15.
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. SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,

AMENDED ROD NO. 1
MAY 16, 1996, Page 6

In addition, since the site is a potential brownfield"” bordered by two railroads, above ground petroleum product stor
tanks, warehouses and other light industries, future residential development is unlikely. Therefore, inadvertent ingestion
direct contact with surface soils by future residents is also unlikely. Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the notice recor
pursuant to the AOC states that residential land use is inappropriate. Therefore, this pathway does not present an unaccept:
risk to human health and the environment.

The fourth exposure pathway, "inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by on-site commet
occupants"'® is the most realistic and probable exposure pathway. However, this pathway can be severed with a concrete
covering all known contaminated areas, effectively severing the contaminant exposure pathway for on-site commercial
occupants. Consequently, EPA believes that a concrete cap will be protective of human health and the environment, and as long
as the cap remains in place the risk will remain less than 1 x 10 because there will not be an exposure pathway.

EPA does not anticipate population growth within the area because this area of Houston is “built out” indicating that
population growth has mostly peaked. Access from two major freeways, IH 610, and U.S. 59 make the site ideal for continued
trucking terminal operations. Furthermore, an administrative order on consent provides an institutional control to discourage
residential land use.

Lastly, the site’s location within an existing industrial corridor, bordered by railroad tracks and next door to a fuel
distributor as well as a meat rendering plant, most likely will ensure the site will remain industrial. Consequently, EPA
concluded that unrestricted site use is not probable and since there is no principal threat on site, EPA no longer believes
treatment is appropriate because it can not cost effectively achieve EPA’s remediation goals. Therefore, EPA has amended the
ROD for this site because it believes the BEI arguments for covering the contaminated areas with a concrete cap have merit."

012884

To summarize the reasons for amending the ROD, the soil washing pilot study did not conclude that soil washing would
provide overall protection of human health and the environment because the pilot test demonstrated that forty percent of the
soil volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goal. Instead, BEI proposed permanently covering contaminated areas
with a concrete cap. EPA evaluated the land use and concluded that, given the current and most reasonably anticipated land
use, the concrete cap could adequately protect human health and the environment by severing exposure pathways.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE NEW ALTERNATIVE. The concrete cap described in this Amended ROD will seal and
contain contaminated soils beneath at least six inches of steel reinforced concrete designed to withstand the current and
anticipated freight truck traffic.

a Design Parameters. To ensure the cap will withstand truck traffic EPA will ensure the cap is designed in
accordance with the design practice specified by American Concrete Institute Code 330, "Guide for Design and Construction
of Concrete Parking Lots." The cap will be designed to provide positive drairage to eliminate standing rainwater and will cover
all presently known contaminated surface soils. Site drawings showing the areas requiring cover are included as Appendix B.
In addition, when the cover is completed a survey plat will be prepared showing the exact location and dimensions of each
contaminated area with respect to premanently surveyed benchmarks. The plat must be prepared by and certified by a
professional land surveyor. The plat will become part of the institutional control used to alert subsequent owners that
contamination is left on site.

Although the concrete cap will not treat contaminated soil it will provide a barrier preventing on site commercial
occupants from inadvertently ingesting, inhaling or directly contacting contaminated soils.

b. Closure and Post Closure Care. As part of the remedy closure and post closure care will be provided. Closure
and post closure care includes the 40 CFR §264.119(b)(1)(iii) requirement cited in Table 3 and those requirements in the
following paragraphs.

7 A brownfield is an abandoned, idled or under-used industrial and commercial facility where expansion or redevelopment
is complicated by real or perceived environmental contamination.

* ROD, p. 14.

'® BEI letter, Sept 29, 1995 and EPA letter, Oct 5, 1996 (See Appendix A)
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* SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,

AMENDED ROD NO. 1

MAY 16, 1996, Page 7 g}
o0
i. Groundwater Monitoring System. In accordance ﬁ
with the original Record of Decision, if the monitoring system indicates | « Chemical Specific. Those requiremer 3
that contaminants left in place are leaching from the soils now under which establish the acceptable amount
existing structures EPA will have to determine if further remediation is concentration of a chemical that may
necessary.”” Consequently, the current groundwater remedial action must found in, or discharged to the ambie
consider the effects of leaving this soil contamination in place and ensure environment
it does not adversely affect the selected groundwater remedy.
. . . ¢ Location Specific. Those requirements
ii. Post Closure Plap. After thg contaxmnate@ _splls which restrict the concentration of
are covered a post closure plan that describes the maintenance activities hazardous substances or the conduct of
that will be carried on after the contaminated soils are covered will be activities solaly because of the site's
prepared and executed. location, i.e. floodplain, wetlands, historic

4. MAJOR ARAR'S. CERCLA, Section 121(d)(2) requires places and sensitive habitats.
remedial actions to at least attain ARAR’s, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(2).
Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, activity based _requirements on actions
and ott.ler substantive environmental protection requirements, cmc':na, or taken with respect to hazardous wastes.
limitations promulgated under Federal or State lfiw that specifically These requirements indicate how a
address a hazardous substance at a Superfund site.  Relevant and selected remedial action must be achieved.
appropriate requirements are standards, which while not "applicable” at a
CERCILA site, address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those
encountered at the site that their use is warranted. EPA recognizes the =
three ARAR categories defined in Table 2. While EPA does not believe 1able 2. ARAR Categories.
there are any requirements applicable to the remedy outlined in this

Action Specific. Those technology or

40 CFR, Part 264 - Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal Facilities

* Subpart G - Closure and Post Closure, §264.119(b)(1)(iii).

« Subpart N - Landfills, §264.310(a)(1), §264.310(a)(2), §264.310(a)(3), §264.310(a)(4), §264.310(b)(1), and
§264.310(b)(5).

Table 3. Relevant and Appropriate Requirements.

Amended ROD, the requirements in Table 3 are relevant and appropriate.

5. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES. To properly consider a ROD amendment EPA has traditionally evaluated
the originally selected remedy and the amended remedy by comparing them against the nine criteria identified in Table 4 to
ensure that the amended remedy reflects the scope, purpose and a long term comprehensive response for the site after
discovering significant new information to support an amendment.”! In addition, in the case of this Amended ROD, EPA also
considered the presumptive remedies described in “Presumptive Remedies for Soils, Sediments, and Sludges at Wood Treater
Sites,” EPA/540/R-95/128.

a Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. The concrete cap will adequately protect human
health and the environment by severing the most realistic and probable exposure pathway: inadvertent ingestion and direct
contact with surface soils by on-site commercial occupants. Consequently, as long as the land use remains similar to the present
use and the concrete cap remains in place, the amended remedy will be protective, cost effective and efficient. Since the soil
washing pilot test study did not conclude that soil washing would provide overall protection of human health and the
environment as described above, capping provides greater overall protection than the remedy selected in the ROD.

® ROD, p. 20.

2 NCP, 40 CFR §300.430(f), "Selection of Remedy."
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© SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,
AMENDED ROD NO. 1

MAY 16, 1996, Page 8

b. Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements. It is possible to construct a con
cap which will meet the requirements of the ARAR's identified above which require the remedy to minimize the need for fu
maintenance and control post-closure escape of hazardous waste, hazardous constituents, leachate, contaminated run-of
hazardous waste decomposition products to the ground or surface waters or to the atmosphere.”? The previous remedy,
washing, would not meet the ARAR’s.

012886

C. Long-Term
Effectiveness and Permanence. Since
the originally selected remedy could
not treat the soils to meet the remedial

s Qverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

goal, it failed to demonstrate the long « Compliance With f\ppllcable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
term effectiveness anticipated in the || ® Long-Term Effectiveness and Performance

1988 ROD. However, a concrete cap e Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

can be designed to provide adequate [f * Short-Term Effectiveness
long term protection.  Concrete's * Implementability
performance is well documented and e Cost

with minimal maintenance EPA § . gtate Acceptance
expects that a concrete cap can provide «  Community Acceptance
a durable barrier protecting the
environment indefinitely with minimal
long term operation and maintenance Table 4. The Nine Criteria.
requirements.

d. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment. While EPA recognizes this criteria applies
only to treatment, a concrete cap will reduce toxicity by severing the most likely potential exposure pathway. In addition, since
water is the only medium most likely to mobilize the contaminant, a concrete cap will greatly reduce the amount of water
contacting the contaminant. Although the remedy does not provide soil treatment, since EPA believes that the current land use,
freight truck terminals, will continue to be the land use for the foreseeable future, treatment provides no apparent additional
benefit.

e. Short-Term Effectiveness. When compared to the originally selected remedy, the amended remedy will provide
equal or better short-term effectiveness. With either remedy there is, albeit small, a probability that remedial action workers
could receive a harmful exposure from fugitive dust generated during construction. However, this potential threat will be
minimized by implementing appropriate worker health and safety procedures Constructing the originally selected remedy was
expected to take up to five years, whereas constructing a concrete cap is expected to take less than one year.

f. Implementability. In comparison to the originally s=lected remedy, the concrete cap is implementable whereas
soil washing was not implementable. Although the feasibility study indicated soil washing was implementable, the full scale
pilot test demonstrated that soil washing could not consistently and efficiently meet remediation goals. The amended remedy
is implementable since it is easy to construct with readily available skills and materials, and is reliable and is easy to maintain.

g Cost. When comparing present worth costs. constructing a concrete cap will cost approximately $697,000
whereas the soil washing is currently estimated to cost in excess of $6,800,000. There will be no operation costs associated
with the concrete cap. Since the cap will serve as truck terminal pavement, the fact that the cap covers contaminated soil will
not add to the pavement maintenance normally required for terminal operations. Therefore operation and maintenance are not
considered in the cost of this concrete cap.

The originally selected remedy did little to control clean up cost. As demonstrated during the soil washing pilot project,
successful treatinent was uncertain because the final volume and disposal of remaining contaminated soil could not be estimated
with any acceptable certainty. Uncertainty increases the financial risk for contractors bidding the remedial work, and greater
financial risks will increase the bid price. By eliminating the uncertainty of treatment success, the financial risk is reduced and
costs are kept under control.

h. State Acceptance. The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) reviewed this
amendment. The TNRCC concurred with this ammendment in a February 21, 1997 letter to EPA. This letter is included in
the Administrative Record.

2 40 CFR, Part 264 - Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
Facilities: Subpart G - Closure and Post Closure, § 264.111(a) & (b)
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© SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,

" AMENDED ROD NO. 1
MAY 16, 1996, Page 9

i Community Acceptance. The Amended Proposed Plan was released for public comment on February 10, 1
and EPA conducted a public meeting on February 21, 1997. Appendix D attached to this Amended ROD is EPA’s respc
to the comments EPA received during the comment period. None of the comments required EPA to make any signifi
changes to the proposed plan. The community has been satisfied with the work to date and the current landowners t
accepted the proposed remedy (See Appendix A, letter dated October 20, 1995 and January 8, 1996 and Appendix
Furthermore, the site is a potential "brownfield." Therefore EPA believes a concrete cap covering contaminated areas
reduce the originally estimated five year” cleanup duration to less than one year. This would allow property owners to qui
expand current terminal operations thus increasing the local tax base and stimulating job growth while providing a protec
remedy. Consequently, a cap will encourage economic development by returning the property to its full potential.

% ROD, p. 20.
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September 2, 1992

Shannon Craig

Beazer East, Inc.

436 Seventh Avenue
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

RE: South Cavalcade Site
Dear Shannon:

Reference the August 1992 ¥Soil Delineation Report®™ Keystune
Environmental Resuurces Inc. transmittaed to our office on August 3,
1992. We will approve this report if Seazer East Inc. (BEI) makes
the report revisions described in the following paragraphs. Rather
than producing another report binder ve will accept these revisions
as an addendum to be filed with the report. Please ensure each
item in the addendum states the page and paragraph requiring a
change. Please provide our office with the addendum no later than

September 23, 1992.

REPORT REVIBIONS

Reference page 3-4 and 3-S, "Northwestern Area.® The report does
not describe the "concern." Request you revise the report to
describe the "concern® by stating aerial photographs show a pond in
the northwest gquadrant from about 1957 to 1969. However, aerial
photographs after 1969 no longer show the pond. EPA requested BEI
to compare the pond’s location to soil sampling locations G-38, G-
39, G-40 and G-41. EPA wvanted to snsure that if the pond had ever
been used as a wvaste pit that the soil samples were in fact
collected from the former pond site thus confirming the prasence or
absence of soil contamination. Note the paragraph could lead a
reader to believe the aerial photographs show staining, and that
was not the case.

Reference figure 3-1, "“Southeastera Area Soil Sampling Locations.”
The draving legend does not define the crosshatched areas. Pleass
revise the legand to define the crosshatched aresas.

Reference page 4-2, the first paragraph. EPA did not request BEI
to conduct additional sampling of "clean" soils. EPA and BEI
disagreed upon the number of samples used to define a soil as
clean. EPA never agreed the samples vere previously characterized
as "clean® as the paragraph implies; this wvas BEI'’s
characterization. EPA does not believe these soils were properly
characterized as either "clean® or dirty. Per our agreement with
BEI, BEI will conduct further testing. Revise the report to first
describe the disagreement between EPA and BEI and then describe the
agreement EPA and BEI reached to resolve the disagreement.

Reference page 4-2. The report does not describe the location of
the soils in question. Revise the report to state that EPA and BEI
disagreed with the interpretation of soil test results that
indicated a clean 0 - 2’ so0il layer overlying soil in which
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contamination exceeded the remedial action level because EPA and
BEI could not agree upon why the contamination was not present in
the 0 - 2/ layer but present in underlying layers.

Reference page 4-~3. We do not believe the report clearly states
that sample average and field standard deviation for each pile will
determine the required remedial action for each pile. Please
revise the report to state that BEI will average the 7 CPAH
concentrations from each soil pile. If the average CcPAH
concentration is below the remedial action level and if the field
standard deviation is equal to or less than the standard deviation
originally used to determine the number of samples collected, BEI
will consider the average soil pile concentration is below the
remedial action level. However, if the average of the 7 cPAH
concentrations from each pile is above the remedial action level
and the field standard deviation is equal to or less thar that
originally used to c.lculate the number of sample collected, BEI
will consider the average soil pile concentration above the
remedial action level and BEI will wash the entire soil pile. 1In
either case if field standard deviation is greater than that
originally used to calculate the number of samples required, BEI
will recalculate the number of samples using the field standard
deviation. BEX will continue sampling until a field sample
standard deviation correlates with the number of samples collected.
once no additional samples are required, BEI can assume the sample
average is the average soil pile concentration and use the average

to determine if the pile requires remedial action.
If you have any questions pleas call me at (214) 655-8523.

Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P. BE.,
Project Manager

cc: Mr. Mark McDonnell, Flour Daniel Inc.
Mr. Steve Chong, Texas Water Commission
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September 25, 1992

Ms. Shannon Craig
Project Coordinator
Beazer East, Inc.

436 Ceventh Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

RE: South Cavalcade Superfund Site,
Schedule

Cooperative Agreement

Dear Shannon:

Reference Bearer letter dated September 22, 1992. We accept the
Beazer East "Soil Delineation Report" addendum you submitted on

September 22, 1992.

Sincerely,
Glenn Celerier, P.E.
Project Coordinator

cc: Mark McDonnell, Flour Daniel, Inc.
Steve Chong, Texas Water Commission
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SEP 07 1995

Steve Radel

Beaizexr East, Inc.

436 Seventh Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1822

Dear Mr. Radel:

This letter is in response to Beazer’s August 18, 1995,
letter and the August 28, 1995, meeting between EPA and Beazer.
As discussed in the August 8, 1995, EPA letter to Beazer, the
consent decree executed by Beazer on or about June 11, 1990,
gives EPA the authority to pursue further investigation to ensure
that human health is protected from an actual release of a
hazardous substance (CD p. 2). Current site conditions give EPA
reason to believe that there may be additional contamination
deeper than shown in the August 1992 soil delineation study.
However, if there is little chance that humans will actually be
exposed to contaminated soils deeper than two feet below the
ground surface, EPA is willing to reconsider the risk those
deeper contaminated soils pose to human health.

Although EPA is willing to reconsider the risk posed by
potentially contaminated soils deeper than two feet, in the
Consent Decree, Appendix I, Stctement of Work, EPA represented to
the public and current landowners that contaminated sci!l would be
remediated to a maximum depth of six feet; therefore, the EPA
must notify the public that it may not continue remedial action
below two feet. Consequently, EPA intends to notify the public
of its decision to cease excavation at two feet rather than at

six.

EPA will consider public comments when it determines if
there are unforeseen risks to human health from any contamination
deeper than two feet. If, after reviewing any public comments,
EPA determines that there is minimal risk to human health posed
by contamination two feet deep, EPA will instruct Beazer to
commence excavation.
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Lastly, since EPA is considering changes to the remedial
action it agrees to suspend the current construction schedule
until it determines if there is any need to further pursue
investigating soil contamination below two feet.

If you have any questions please call me at (214) 665-8523.

Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P.E.
Project Manager

cc: Trey Collins, TNRCC
Mark McDonnell, Pluor Daniel, Inc.
Mike King, Palletized Trucking
Robert Starnenbery, Trucking Properties
Calvin Reeves, Baptist Foundation of Texas
Ursula Lennox (6SF-LL)
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BEAZER EAST. INC., 43¢ SEVENTH AVENUE PITTSBURGH. PA 15219

September 29, 1995 VIA AIRBORNE EXPRESS

Mr. Glenn Celerier, P.E.

EPA Project Coordinator (6SF-AT)

US. Environmenta: rotection Agency, Region VI
Allied Bank Tower @ Fountain Place

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re:  Contemplated Soil Remedial Action Revision
South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas

Dear Glenn:

This letter has been prepared in response to the United State’s Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) letter of September 7, 1995 regarding EPA's contemplated revision to the
soil remedy at the South Cavalcade CERCLA Site (Site) located in Houston, Texas.
Specifically, EPA  states in the subject letter that "if there is lite chance that humans will
actually be exposed to contaminated soils deeper than two feet below the ground surface,
EPA is willing to reconsider the risk those deeper contaminated soils pose to human
health." Further, EPA "intends to notify the public of its decision to cease excavation at two
feet ~ather than at s:x” in order to inform the public of changes in the soil remedy and allow
public comment. If EPA determines after a review of public comments *that there is
minimal risk o human health posed by contamination two feet deep, EPA will instruct
Beazer to commence excavation.”

Beazer. agrees with the EPA that soils at or near the ground surface represent the greatest
potential exposure pathway to on-site commercial workers. Therefore, EPA’s above
referenced recommendation will mitigate the potential risk of exposure to these surface
soils. However, Beazer believes that an alternate approach will effectively mitigate this
potential risk of ure as well or better than EPA’s recommended altermative. This
a consists of a concrete cover over the identified areas of concern. The concrete cap

il in fact be more protective than EPA’s alternative because a permanent, impermeable
barrier will be constructed in the designated areas of concern. This approach is also
consistent with EPA’s determination that the existing pavement and buildings effectively
mitigate potential exposure to soils beneath these barriers. The following constitutes a
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Page 2
Mr. Glenn Celerier
September 27, 1995

summary of the primary issues which support Beazer's recommendation to install a
concrete cover in the designated areas of concern.

Beazer believes that surface soils, defined in the ROD as the “upper six inches of soil,”
constitute the primary risk to human health, not a'l soils within the two foot depth as stated
in cPA’s September 7, 1995 letter. The Final Puotic Health and Environmental Assessment
("Risk Assessment”, August, 1988) identified the primary soil exposure pathways for the
Site as dermal contact and inadvertent ingestion for on-site commercial occupants and
utility workers (see below). It is unlikely that on-site commercial occupants will ever be
to COCs below six inches in depth via the principal exposure pathways of direct
contact with soils and ingestion. On-site commercial activities include
tractor/ trailer rig storage, loading and unloading. Therefore, on-site occupants would not
be exposed to soils below six inches in deptn during normal day-to-day activities. Only
invasive activities at the Site related to the installation of structures and supporting
underground utilities would potentially expose on-site construction workers to impacted
soils below six inches in depth. Accordingly, Beazer believes that the primary nsks to on-
site commercial occupants and construction workers is limited to the upper six inches of
soil. Excavating an additional eighteen inches to the two foot level provides no additional
reduction in risk yet adds significant increase in cost.

The principal exposure pathways and human receptors were identified in the Risk
Assessment and summarized in the ROD. The mitigation of human health risks via the
identified exposure pathways for EPA's contemplated soil remedial alternative and
Benza‘spmpmedcmu:e!appmgmnedy:ssummanmdbebw For each exposure
pathway, Beazer's proposed alternative, concrete capping, is equally or more protective
than EPA’s contemplated alternative.

¢ Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by on-site commercial
occupants. The risks associated with impacted surface soils to on-site commercial
occ.pants is primarily related to contact with airborne dust or with surface soils
unp.chd with potentially carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (pcPAHs)
of these constituents. EPA’s proposed remedy eliminates direct contact
wnﬂnsmlbadepthoftwofeet. However, the Risk Assessment did not foresee any risk
via this exposure pathway for soils deeper than six inches. Beazer's proposed concrete

cap remedy removes any risk associated with this exposure pathway by providing a
physical barrier to human contact.

¢ Inadvertent ingestion and direct comtact with drainage ditch sediments by
trespassing children. The primary transport mechanism for migration of soils
impacted with pcPAHs is sediment in stormwater runoff. Through excavation and
treatment of soil to two feet, EPA's contemplated alternative remedy would eliminate
the migration of any im surface soils in stormwater sediments. However, soils
below six inches in are not susceptible to stormwater runoff. Beazer's proposed
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Page 3
Mr. Glenn Celener
September 27, 1995

concrete cap eliminates stormwater contact with surface soils thus eliminating the
transport mechanism and associated risks for this exposure pathway.

e Inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation, and direct contact with surficial soils by
utility or construction workers. The Risk Assessment addresses risks associated with
future construction worker invasive activities such as new construction and associated
utility installation which may expose workers to surficial soils impacted with pcPAHs.
By providing a robust barrier which must be broken prior to any invasive work,
Beazer’s proposed concrete cap remedy is more protective of human health via this
exposure pathway than EPA's proposed two foot excavation remedy. Both proposed
remedies also rely on using institutional controls, as referenced in the ROD and
recommended in EPA's Land Use Directive (OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-04; Land Use
in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process), to control these risks.

The ROD already provides for institutiona! controls to minimize the potential exposure
to Site construction workers. EPA requires that "site owners add a notice to their deeds
expressing that hazardous substances are located under concrete and buildings. EPA
will require this to notify any potential purchaser of the Site about this contamination”
(Page A-7 of the ROD). This notice can be modified to include areas of the Site that
Beazer proposes to cap. The ROD and the Consent Decree further require that
landowners provide notification to EPA of any proposed development in any area
containing impacted soil. Further, access agreements are in-place between Beazer and
all the Site landowners, and this agreement requires landowners to notify Beazer of any
development at the Site which may involve invasive activities in impacted areas of the
Site. :

* Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by future residents if the

site is ever dev As stated in the Land Use Directive, EPA exrects that the vast
majority of Su sites will continue to be used as industrial sites. Future
residential use at the South Cavalcade Site is highly unlikaly. All three parcels of land at
the Site are being used for trucking operations and it is expected that this type of land
use will continue. In fact, NW Nations Way Transport Service, Inc. recently purchased
the Site’s northern tract from the Baptist Foundation of Texas with plans to expand
trucking terminal. Additionally, industrial sites surround nearly the entire 64-acre
South Cavaicade Site, and active railroad tracks border both the east and west
jes, making it extremely unlikely a tract of land such as this will
for residential use. Deed restrictions can be obtained from the land owners

3

Beazer's proposed capping and EPA’s proposed two foot excavation soil remedies
assume continued commercial/ industrial use of the Site, acknowledging the
ignificantly small risk associated with this exposure pathway.

+ Ingestion of groundwater if contamination continues to migrate or if water supply

wells are ever installed on-site. Beazer has shown in extensive testing and analysis of
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Page 4
Mr. Glenn Celener
September 27, 1995

soil leaching potential that the COCs in the Site soils do not leach. To support the
absence of risk to groundwater presented by leaving impacted soils in-place, over 250
soil samples have been collected and analyzed using TCLP to determine any leaching
potential for soils impacted with pcPAHs. None of the more than 250 samples analyzed
have shown leaching potential. Thus, there exists no risk of impact to groundwater

associated with leaving any impacted soil in-place at the Site. Site constituents
simply do not leach soil and this risk exposure pathway is a non-issue for
impacted soil

Further, the Site and surrounding areas are provided city water and water supply wells
are not required or .esirabie.

Beazer’s proposed concrete cap remedy provides even further assurance that this
exposure pathway is a non-issue for impacted soil at the site by providing an
impermeable barrier to rainfall infiltration. By removing the transport mechanism, the
concrete cap eliminates all arguable risks, if any, that could be associated with this
exposure pathway.

Beazer’s proposed concrete cap would provide many benefits beyond those provided by
EPA’s proposed two foot excavation remed;. They include: consistency with the ROD-
selected soil remedy for existing paved areas of the Site, reduction of the time frame for
implementation of the soil remedy, elimination of potential exposure to construction
workers during implementation of the soil remedy, and allowance of minimum disruption
to ongoing trucking operations while more promptly providing beneficial land use to the
community in full compliance with EPA's Land Use Directive. Each of these additional
benefits are discussed below.

o Establish 2 counsistent soil remedy throughout the Site. In the ROD, approximately
60% of potentially impacted soils were noted to be present beneath existing concrete
and buildings in the southeast portion of the Site based on data col’acted during the RL
Per the ROD, these areas do not require remediatiun because the risks of dermal contact
or inadvertent ingestion are mitigated by the barrier (the buildings and paving)
between occupants and the impacted soil. Likewise, placing Beazer's concrete
cap over the remaining impacted areas provides the same mitigation of risk to on-site
occupn.nh.

o Eliminate potential exposure to comstruction workers during soil remedy

implementation. The EPA's proposed revision to this remedy will require excavation,

hauling and processing of impacted soils; stormwater run-on and runoff

control and treatment and residual materials handling and In addition,

residual materials may require off-site disposal at an approved facility, and there

are additional risks of human exposure during loading, transportation, off-loading,
disposal and decontamination activities.
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Page S
Mr. Glenn Celerier
September 27, 1995

Beazer's proposed cap will practically eliminate these risks. Nearly all areas of the
mdapmﬂbedemgnedformhﬂahonatorabovethemﬁngapwedgand

therefore, invasive activities will +e limited. Dust control measures will be
implemented to ensure a minimal amount of worker exposure during construction of
the concrete cap.

e Reduce the time frame for soil remedy completion and provide beneficizl land use
for the commmunity. The cap remedy is consistent with the ROD and EPA’s Land Use
Directive in p.oviding a preference for continued beneficial use of the property.
Implementation of the current remedy and EPA's revision of this remedy will require a
one to two acre Site area for the construction and operation of the EPA approved
bioremediation cells. Bioremediation of impacted Site soils pursuant to EPA’s proposed
two foot excavation remedy may take up to five years to complete. During this time
frame, the one to two acre bioremediation cell area will be unusable. Capping of the
impacted soil areas pursuant to Beazer's proposed remedy will require only months to
complete thereby greatly reducing remedial operations related exposure risk and
ptompﬂy placing the Sme back into a productive and beneficial commerciai/industrial

Beazer's proposed corcrete cap has the additional benefit of providing a structure
which enhances the use of the Site for trucking operations. EPA's Land Use Directive
considers land use in making remedy selections under CERCLA and can be applied to
remedy modifications as well. EPA acknowiedges in this guidance the importance of
continued land use in remedy selection. As stated on Page 1 of the Land Use Directive,
"EPA acknowledges the importance of ian. use in determining cleanup levels and
remedies.. and expects that the vast majority of sites with current
industrial/commercial uses (70% of all Superfund sites) will continue to be used as
commercial o industrial sites...". Beazer's proposed corcrete cap remedy provides
beneficial continued commercial/industrial atihzation of the Site to the maximum
extent possible while minimizing risks to human health and the environment.

In conclusion, Beazer supports EPA in its effort to effectively mitigate risks at the Site and to
minimize the time frame required for soil remediation. While EPA's proposed two foot
excavation soil remedy effectively addresses all contemplated risks to Site occupants and
construction workers, Beazer's proposed capping remedy provides equal or improved risk
reduction and the additional benefits associated with a more prompt, eﬁ&m
consistent remedy as described above. The ROD ahudyach\owledgaﬂteequalbor
improved risk reduction provided by concrete capping through its allowance for leaving
impacted soils in-place at the Site under existing concrete and buildings. Further, legally
binding documentation in the form of deed restrictions, as referenced in the ROD, access
agreements, the ROD, and the Consent Decree require that land owners provide
notification to EPA and Beazer of any invasive activities that may conceivably disrupt the
integrity of such a cap. Finally, Beazer has already implemented an extensive groundwater
remediation and monitoring program at the Site and will closely monitor the progress of
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Mr. Glenn Celerier
September 27, 1995

groundwater remediation at the Site to ensure that the remaunmg exposure pathway, if any,
is controlled.

Beazer agrees with EPA that revisions such as those discussed herein will require public
notification and comment Beazer is confident that all community concerns can be
addressed promptly and adequately and will provide EPA with any support required. We
look forward to EPA’s positive response to Beazer's proposed concrete cap.

Sincerely, §) 2
ﬂ( py J_.‘(} \_/"'
Michael Slenska, P.E.
Project Manager
ccc R Lucas - Beazer (w/o Attachment)
S. Radel - Beazer
M. White - Baker & Botts
Office of Regional Counsel, EPA - Region VI
Chief - Texas Construction Section, EPA - Region VI
T. Collins - South Cavalcade Superfund Site Coordinator (TNRCC)
M. McDonnet - Fluor Daniel
B. Hickman - Turner & Associates
J. Zubrow - KEY Environmental, Inc.
M. Bruchman - Dames & Moore, N.C.
T. Hopper - Dames & Moore, Houston
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OCT 05 1995

Mike Slenska
Beazer East, Inc.

436 Seventh Avenue

012900

Pittsburgh, PA. 15219-1822

RE: Contemplated Soil Remedial Action Revision, South Cavalcade
Superfund Site, Beazer Ltr dated September 29, 1995

Dear Mr. Slenska:

We reviewed the referenced letter in which Bedzer proposes capping
"areas of concern” with concrete and believe the proposal has merit.
However, before we can consider this proposal further we would like
additional information. Consequently, we request Beazer provide the
following information:

- Define the "area of concern" referenced in Beazer’s letter

- Provide a conceptual cap design (plan and cross section
dimensions, location, general specifications, and construction
quality assurance)

- Provide an economic analysis comparing cap and
bioremediation cost

- Provide a design and construction schedule

- Provide a general description of the maintenance required to
o maintain the cap’s integrity

- Provide assurance that the land owners do not object to a cap
in lieu of bioremediation
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After we review the information Beazer provides we will determine if
Beazer’s proposal to change the remedy is appropriate. If you have any
questions please call me at (214) 665-8523.

Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P.E.

Project Manager
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BEAZER EAST. INC.. 436 SEVENTH AVENUE. PITTSBURGH. PA 15219
October 20, 1995

Nations Way Transport Service, Inc.
5601 Holly Street
Commerce City, Colorado 80022

Attn:  Mr. Monte Hutchinson
Senior Vice President
Transportation and Maintenance

RE: Concurrence with Site Capping
South Cavaicade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas

Dear Monte:

This letter 1s a follow-up to our telephone conversation during the last week of September, 1995,
in which we discussed the possibility of placing a concrete cover over the impacted soil areas of
the South Cavalcade CERCLA Site (Site). As we ciscussed, this concrete cover would be in lieu
of bioremediation for the impacted Site soils. This letter is intended to confirm in writing your
verbal concurrence with the proposed concrete cover as a modified soil remedial action.

On Sept. 29, 1995, Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer) submitted a letter to the United States
Environmental Protestion Agency (EPA) which sets forth the risk analysis and rationale in
support of concrete capping as the most cost effective and preferred alternative soil remedy for
the Site. That letter is attached for your review. In response to Beazer’s submittal, the EPA
requested that we provide additional information concerning the proposed concrete cap. EPA’s
Oct. S, 1995 request ietter is aiso attached for your review. Included in the EPA letteris a
request that Beazer “Provide assurance that the land owners do not object to a cap in lieu of
bioremediation.”

There are two impacted soil zones located on the grassy area just south of the maintenance shop
on Nations Way Transport Service, Inc. (Nations Way) property which cover a total area of
approximately [,750 square feet. As we discussed, this is a relatively small area and Beazer
believes that the most appropriate remedial action may be to excavate and dispose of this material
at an off-site disposal facility. However, this remedial option for the soils on your property has
not been finalized. In the event that alternate pians are necessary, Beazer will develop plans and
specifications to place a concrete cover over the impacted soil areas at an elevation above the
existing grades. '

Beazer is preparing a conceptual design submittal to provide the EPA with the requested
additional infcrmation, and in that submittal Beazer will propose excavation and off-site disposal
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for the impacted soils on your property. However, should the EPA require the concrete cover to
be placed over all impacted soil areas, the conceptual design will be revised to include sketches of
the concrete cover arrangement consistent with the configuration described above. Additionally,
it is Beazer’s hope to include the above referenced assurance of landowner concurrence with the
conceptual design submittal.

Beazer believes that the signed Access Agreement alread in existence between Beazer and Nations
Way provides any requisite authorization needed for Beazer to implement the Record of Decision
(ROD) selected remedy, whether amended or modified to provide for alternative remedial action such
as concrete capping. Nevertheless, as a courtesy to Nations Way, and in order for Beazer to provide
to EPA the above noted assurance, and to ensure that open communications are maintained between
Beazer and Nations Way, Beazer is forwarding this request for written confirmation of our previous
discussions. To confirm your pi.ur verbal concurrence with using an altemative soil remediation plan,
including excavation and off-site disposal or a concrete concrete cover, in lieu of bioremediation please
sign on the space provided below and return the original to my attention using the enclosed self-
addressed ovemnight envelope, retaining a copy for your files. A copy of this signed letter will be
included in our conceptual concrete cover design submittal to the EPA. Should Beazer receive EPA
approval to proceed with a detailed design of the concrete cover, or excavation and ~ff-site
disposal of the impacted soils on your property, Beazer will work with Nations Way to
accommodate any reasonable comments or concerus regarding the design.

If you should have any questions or require additional information please contact me at (412) 227-
2174.

Sincerely,

//J,‘/JLL.._

Michael Slenska, P.E.
Project Manager

Approved by:

ﬂf »«C)( W tofsclss

Mr. Monte Hutchiriso Date
Senior V'lcePresdem
Transportation and Maintenance

Attachments

cc:  Steve Radel
Bob Lucas
Troy Hopper, Dames & Moore
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BEAZER EAST. INC.. 436 SEVENTH AVENUE. PITTSBURGH,. PA 15219

October 20, 1995

Trucking Properties, Inc.
Wedge International Tower
1415 Louisiana, Suite 3000
Houston, Texas 77002

Attn: Mr. Robert E. Stemenberg

President
RE: Corcurrence with Site Capping
South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas
Dear Bob:

This letter is a follow-up to our Sept. 21, 1995 meeting in which we discussed the
possibility of placing a concrete cover over the impacted soil areas of the South Cavalcade
CERCLA Site (Site). As we discussed, this concrete cover would be in lieu of
bioremediation for the impacted Site soils. This letter is intended to confirm in writing
your concurrence with the proposed concrete cover as a modified soil remedial action as
you verbally expressed during the above referenced meetings.

Following our Sept. 21, 1995 meeting, Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer) submitted a letter to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which sets forth the risk analysis
and rationaie in support of concrete capping as the most cost effective and preferred
alternative soil remedy for the Site. That letter, dated Sept. 29, 1995, is attached for your
review. In response to Beazer’s submittal, the EPA requested that we provide additional
information concerning the proposed concrete cap. EPA’s Oct. 5, 1995 request letter is
also attached for your review. Included in the EPA letter is a request that Beazer
“Provide assurance that the land owners do not object to a cap in lieu of bioremediation.”

For the impacted soil areas located on Trucking Properties, Inc. (TPI) property the
concrete cap would cover approximately sixty percent of the small grassy area located just
south of the warehouse. We anticipate that the concrete cover would be placed above the
existing grades in this area, and would include a small ramp making the cover accessible
for personal vehicle parking.
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Beazer is preparing a conceptual design submittal to provide the EPA with the requested
additional information. This conceptual design will include sketches of the concrete cover
arrangement consistent with the configuration described above. Additionally, it is
Beazer’s hope to include the above referenced assurance of landowner concurrence with
the conceptual design submittal.

Beazer believes that the signed Access Agreeme:t already in existence between Beazer and
TPI provides any requisite authorization needed for Beazer to impiement the ROD selected
remedy, whether amended or modified to provide for an altemative remedial action such as
concrete capping. Nevertheless, as a courtesy to TPL and in order for Beazer to provide to
EPA the above noted assurance, and to ensure that open communications are maintained
between Beazer and TPL, Beazer is forwarding this request for written confirmation of -ur
previous discussions. T. confirm your prior verbal concurrence with using a concrete cover ir
lieu of bioremediation please sign on the space provided below and return the original to my
attention using the enclosed self-addressed overnight envelope, retaining a copy for your files.
A copy of this signad letter will be included in our conceptual concrete cover design submittal
to the EPA. Should Beazer receive EPA approval to proceed with a detailed design of the
concrete cover, Beazer will work with TPI to accommodate any reasonabie comments or

concerns regarding the design.

If you should have any questions or require additional information please contact me at (412)
227-2174.

Al —

Michael Slenska, PE. *
Project Manager

Approved by:

‘ if1f9s”
Nir, Robert E. Stermenberg Dase
President - Trucking Proglertie, Inc.

Attachments
cc: Steve Radel

Bob Lucas
Troy Hopper, Dames & Moore
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PALLETIZED TRUCKING, INC.
2001 Collingsworth
Houston, Texas

January 8, 1996

Mr. Glenn Celerier, P.E.

Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202

Re:  South Cavalcade CERCLA Site, Houston, Texas
Property Owner Consent to Concrete Capping Proposal

Dear Mr. Celerier:

Beazer East, Inc. has provided us with a copy of the final conceptual design report for
its proposal of concrete capping as the remedy for contamination located on our property at the
South Cavalcade CERCLA site in Houston, Texas. Beazer East, Inc. has asked us to give you
our written consent to the concept of concrete capping. Our concerns about the proposal can
be grouped generally into two types of issues, one of which is whether the proposal protects
human health and the environment, and the other of which is how the new cap will affect the
use and enjoyment of our property long term.

Based on my telephone conversations with you previously, we understand that the
Environmental Protection Agency will approve the concrete capping proposal as a remedy for
this CEQCLA site oniy if you conclude that this remedy will protect humax health and thie
environment as long as the contamination remains on this property. Therefore, we are deferring
to the Agency with regards to these health and environmental considerations.

Beazer has given us certain assurances that it will address our other concerns about the
concrete capping proposal, relating to the impact of the new concrete cap on a permanent basis
as it affects our existing improvements and the operations on our property, by incorporating our
reasonable comments and modifications into the final design, plans and specifications for the
concrete cap, and by accommodating us on various issues relating generally to the construction
process. In reliance upon those assurances, we are giving you this letter as evidence of our
consent to the concept of concrete capping as a remedy for the contamination existing on this

property.
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Mr. Glen Celerier
January 8, 1996
Page 2

If you have any questions or require any additional information, please do not hesitate
to contact me at (713) 225-3303.
Very truly yours,
PALLETIZED TRUCKING, INC.

A

Name: Michael Rex Kxng
Title: Vice President

0274173.02
019608/1147
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APPENDIX B - CONCEPTUAL DESIGN OF CONCRETE CAP
SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On September 29, 1995, Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer) submitted a letter to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which describes the risk analysis and rationale in
support of concrete capping as the most cost effective and preferred alternative soil remedy for
the South Cavalcade CERCLA Site (Site) located in {oustcn, Texas. On October 5, 1995, in
response to Beazer's submittal, the EPA requested that Beazer provide additional information
concerning the proposed concrete cover.

This Conceptual Design Report presents the requesied additional information and includes: a
general description of the proposed concrete cover configuration including preliminary drawings
and specifications, a discussion of the additional tasks required to complete the proposed
concrete cover detailed design, an economic evaluation comparing the proposed concrete cover
to washing of the Site soils, documentation of property owner concurrence with using a concrete
cap in lieu of ROD selected soil remedies, and a preliminary schedule for the design and
construction of the proposed concrete cover.

2.0 CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

Beazer has developed a conceptual design configuration for each of the four main soil
remediation areas of the Site. These four main areas, as shown on Figure 1, are the Southeast,
Southwest, and Northeast Areas and the Groundwater Treatment Plant Area of the Site as
described in the Soil Remedial Design - 100% Design Submittal, Dames & Moore, December,
1994. Several specific design criteria were used to develop the proposed concrete cover
conceptual designs for each of the four soil remediation areas. These design criteria are
presented below:

e Cover the Impacted Zoncs - As determined by the recently completed soil
Confirmational Sampling Program, the impacted soil zones have been delineated and
confirmed for each of the four main areas. The proposed concrete cover should, at
a minimum, cover at least these impacted zones.

* Provide 3 Useable Concrete Cover - The concrete cover should be designed to allow
use of the covered areas which is consistent with the current property operations.
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e Minimize Impacted Soil Excavation - The design should minimize the amount of

impacted soil requiring excavation during construction of the concrete cover. Any
cut and fill required for construction of the concrete cap should achieve a balance
such that excavated impacted material can be placed as fill over other impacted zones
thereby limiting the need for off-site disposal of impacted material.

¢ Provide Adeguate Drainage - The surface contours of the concrete cover chould
provide for positive drainage of the cover, and wherever possible remain consistent
with the existing drain.ze patterns of the Site.

The following discussion presents the concrete cover conceptual design for each of the four Site
areas described above.

2.1 SOUTHEAST AREA

The Southeast Area is a narrow strip of land located on the east side of Palletized Trucking, Inc.
(Palletized) property. There are six impacted soil zones in this area which cover a total area of
approximately 35,500 square feet.

The existing surface of tl;e Southeast Area consists of an assortment of materials, but is
predominantly covered with crushed concrete. Material excavated during Confirmational
Sampling Plan (CSP) activities was backfilled with no mechani~al compaction and presently
exists in a i00se state, while material not disturbed by CSP activities remains in a well
compacted state.

The Southeast Area is relatively flat with slightly higher elevations located approximately in the
middle of this narrow area. This high point divides the Southeast Area into northern and
southern drainage areas. Both areas have a general easterly slope; therefore, runoff from these
areas flows to the HB&T Railway ditch located to the east of the Site. In addition to its own
surface runoff, the northern drainage area includes surface runoff from the easterly sloping
existing concrete located to the west of this area.
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2.1.1 Concrete Cover Configuration

The concrete cap for the Southeast Area will cover the majority of the narrow strip of land on
the east side of Palletized property, which will provide a suitable tarmac for truck use. The
general layout for the concrete cover is shown in Figure 2. Additional details for the Southeast
Area concrete cover are shown in Figures 3 and 4. The following text describes how the
concrete cover configuration shown in Figures 2, 3, and 4 satisfies the design criteria described
above in Section 2.0.

e Cover the Impacted Zones

- To provide Palletized with a continuous pavement for operations the concrete cap
will be constructed over both impacted and nonimpacted zones.

* Provide a Useable Concrete Cover

- The slope of the concrete tarmac will be minimal to enable trailers to be parked.

- Abrupt changes in grades will be avoided. Grade transitions will be achieved by
utilizing ramps as shown in Figure 5.

- The concrete cap will be wide enough along the entire length to accommodate
Palletized’s Eniler sizes of 40 and 48 feet lengths.

e  Minimize I 1 Soil E .

- Cross-Section A as shown in Figure 3 is a typical cut section. Impacted
excavation from this area will be placed as fill material over other impacted
zones. Cross-Section A is typical of approximately 20 percent of the Southeast
Area.

- Cross-Section' B as shown in Figure 3 is a typical fill section. Excavation of
impacted or nonimpacted material is expected not to be required in the fill
sections. Cross-Section B is typical of approximately 80 percent of the Southeast
Area,

- Cross-Section C as shown in Figure 3 is cut through all the Southeast impacted
zones. [Inspection of this cross-section reveals the volume of fill within the
impacted zones is greater than the expected volume of impacted excavation.
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- Earthwork quantities associated with the presented cross-sections are as follows:

Fill Required Over Impacted Zones .. ......... 510 cubic yards
Cut Required Over Impacted Zones . . . ......... 93 cubic yards
Balance . .......0000 cee e . . 417 cubic yards of fill
Fill Required Over Nonimpacted Zones . . . . ... .. 680 cubic yards
Cut required Over Nonimpacted Zones . ........ 170 cubic yards
Balance . .........ccciiiiiiinans 510 cubic yards of fill

The reported quantities are approximate and are subject to slight modifications
during final design.

- The existing soil stockpiles located onsite will be used as fill material. These
stockpiles have been tested following the methods contained in the EPA approved
Stockpile Sampling Plan, included as part of Appendix A-1 of the Remedial
Action Work Plan. Test results have demonstrated that these soil stockpiles do
not contain potentially carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (pcPAHs)
above the Record of Decision (ROD) goal of 700 ppm.

- The impacted soil excavated in the Northeast Area will be used as fill over the
impacted zones of the Southeast Area.

Provide Ad Drai

- Inthe northern drainage area runoff from the existing westerly concrete pavement
will be intercepted at the constructed ramp and directerd to the north end of the
cap or to a drainage swale formed into the cap ~s shown on Figure 2 and Cross-
section C of Figure 3.

- In the northern drainage area the concrete cap will have a cross drainage slope
to the east which will flow into a swale formed into the cap as shown on Cross-
section A and B of Figure 3. The runoff from the northern end of the cap will
be directed to an unpaved area in the northeast corner of Palletized and ultimately
routed to the existing HB&T Railway ditch.

- In the southern drainage area the concrete cap will have a cross drainage slope
to the east which will flow into a swale formed into the cap as shown on Cross-
section A and B of Figure 3. The runoff from the southern end of the cap will

012913
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be directed to an existing catch basin located approximately 220 feet south of the
cap in the southeast corner of Palletized.

2.1.2 Concrete Cover Maintenance

Due to the nature of properly designed and constructed concrc.c pavements maintenance for the
proposed cap will be limited. By designing properly spaced expansion joints in the concrete cap
cracking of the cap will be controlled at the joints. Expected minimum joint spacing is 15 to
25 feet. The exparsion joints will be designed to be liquid tight to minimize infiltration of storm
water.

2.2 SOUTHWEST AREA

The Southwest Area is a relatively square piece of land located at the south entrance of Trucking
Properties, Inc. (TPI) property. There are two impacted soil zones in this area which cover a
total area of approximately 8,300 square feet.

The existing surface of ihe Southwest Area consists of grass. Material excavated during
Confirmational Sampling Plan (CSP) activities was backfilled with no mechanical compaction
and presently exists in a loose state, while material not disturbed by CSP activities remains in
a well compacted state.

The Southwest Area is relatively flat with a slight crown i the m:Jdle on a north and south axis.
Drainag~ in this area is to the east and west away from the slight crown described above.

2:.2.1 Concrete Cover Configuration

The concrete cap for the Southwest Area will cover approximately 60 percent of the square piece
of land located at the south ehtrance of TPI property. The concrete cap will function as suitable
space for future employee parking. The general layout of the concrete cap is shown in Figure
6. Additional details for the Southwest Area concrete cover are shown in Figure 7. The
following text describes how the concrete cover configuration shown in Figures 6 and 7 setisfies
the design criteria described above in Section 2.0.
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The reported quantities are approximate and are subject to slight modifications
during final design.

- The existing soil stockpiles located onsite will be used as fill material. These
stockpiles have been tested frllowing the methods contained in the EPA approved
Stockpile Sampling Plan, included as part of Appendix A-1 of the Remedial
Action Work Plan. Test results have demonstrated that these soil stockpiles do
not contain potentially carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (pcPAHs)
above the ROD goal of 700 ppm.

e Provik A Dni

- To promote drainage away from. the cap in the Southwest Area the cap will be
constructed at a slightly higher grade but at a slope similar to the existing grade.
A crown will be formed near the middle of the ares and the cap will be sloped
towards the existing curb whereupon surface runoff will discharge to the existing
paved areas surrounding the Southwest Area.

2.2.2 Concrete Cover Maintenance

Maimsenance for the concrete cap in the Southwest Area will be similar to that described for the
Southeast Area. .

2.3 NORTHEAST AREA

-

The Northeast Area is a relatively square piece of land located north of the maintenance shop
on the eastern side of Nations Way Transport Service, Inc. (Nations Way) property. There are
two impacted s0il z0ones in this area which cover a total of approximately 1,845 square feet.
These two impacted zones result in an in-place volume of approximately 140 cubic yards.
Due t0 Nation Way's expressed inerest 0 zxpand their trucking operations, and the relatively
small impacted area and associated s0il volumes in the Northeast Area, Beazer believes the most
appropriate remedial action for this area is to excavate this maserial and backfill the excavation
with clean fill. The in piace volume of 140 cubic yards of excavated impacted maserial from
the Northeast Ares would be used as fill over impacted zones in the Southeast Aress. This will
allow for final remediation of this area without introducing a small concrete cover which may
evenmmily need 0 be incorporated into a larger paved area.
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GROUNDWATER TREATMENT PLANT AREA

The undefined impacted area located on the north and east side of the GWTP, as shown on
Figurz 1, will be capped consistent with the type of concrete cover proposed for the Southeast
and Southwest areas. During implementation of the detaiied design the extent of this area will
be defined, in part, using existing analytical soil data which was previously collected.

3.0 DETAILED DESIGN

3.1 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

As described in Section 2.0 above there are four design constraints to be addressed as part of
the final design. These design constraints are: cover the impacted zones, provide a useable
concrete cover, minimize impacted soil excavation, and provide adequate drainage. Issues which
must be resolved to complete the final design include:

012922

Obtain approval from the EPA of this Conceptual Design Report.

Confirm the proposed ramps in the Southeast and Southwest are suitable for use with
the expected vehicles.

Assess the existing moisture content and density characteristics of the subgrade
materials in both the impacted and nonimpacted zones without performing an
extensive intrusive geotechnical investigation.

Deveiop methods to densify the in-place materials sufficiently to support the intended
dead and live loads with minimal disturbance of the subgrade.

Develop peyement design parameters such as a California Bearing Ratio (CBR) or
a modulus of subgrade reaction (k) for the supporting subgrade.

Determine the thickness, maintaining a minimum thickness of six inches, and
reinforcement requirements for the concrete cap.
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-y

e ]

e ]

i



012923

.

APPENDIX A

COST ESTIMAT.:S

012923



Dames & Moors, inc.

Job No. 18304-303-186

Beazer South Cavaicade Site

Concrete Paving Cost Estimate

By: MF/BDB Date: 11/16/96

PAVING QUANTITIES
e [Activity Description Unit |Quantity| Unkcost |  Tomis
4
1 | Demolish & Remove Surficial Concrete '#ick | CY M4 s15448 $53,145
2 | Hou Surficial Concrete LOADS 4| s700.00 $30,800
3 | Disposal of Suricial Concrete as Non-Haz ToNs | - o1 sse.00 $75,164
4 | Reiss Vauk Uids EA 2| s800.00 $1,600
5 | Excavate Clean Material ey 16|  $4.50 $761
6 | Excavete impacted Material cY 93| sss50 $512
7 | Backl With Stockplle and imported Materiel cY ™| $.50 2,769
8 |Obtain Back from offeks (1-1/2" Limestone) | CY /4| 42 . 81,858
9 | Backil impected Material cv 290  $550 $1.200
10 | Prookol Ares . sy | emsl $120 $8.218
11 {Dynamic Compecton sy | 1083 s $3275
12 | Grode sy | 750 s1.ee $12875
13 | 6° Concrete with 8¢ Reinforcements sy | 7m| s $200.428
14 | Concrete Wall 5° thick ' tal cY | s12¢8 4707
- — 5N

Isouneneat
1 | Cloar & Gz 4" masdmam sy | 17| 128 219
2 | Meul Cleared Meterial from over impacied Area | LOADS ol sm000 $5,000
3 | Dispossl of Claared Material from over impected | TONS 151]  $105.00 24918

Ares As Hazardous Meteriel
4 | Beckl Clean Materiel cY 1s|  s380 403
5 |Obtain Backfl from offse (1-1/2° Limestone) oY 18| se2e $490
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Concrete Paving Cost Estimate
By: MF/BDB Date: 11/16/98

PAVING QUANTITIES

012925

Bem |Activity Description Unit | Quantity | Unit Cost Total $
8 | Prookol Area sY 1,75¢ $120 $2,101
7 Hm Compaction sy 804 3.1 $2,500
8 | Grade 8y 1,751 $1.69 $2,95
9 | 8° Concrete with #4 Reinforcements sy 1,751 $28.38 $48,101
1 | Excavete impacted Material cY 136 $5.50 $748
2 | Backfll Ares cY 138 $3.50 $476
3 | Cbiain Backfll (Offaite Select F)) cY 138 $8.08 $933
[ ]

1 ﬁkﬂ sy 278 $120 $M
2 | Grade Area sy 218 $1.99 470
3 | & Conerete with #4 Reinforosments sy ar $28.38 $7328

. W
1 | MebiisaisnDemobiization Ls 1| $4,000.00 $4,000
2 | Obtain Permit for Cly Parking Lot Ls 1| $800.00 $600

A Ao

3 | Comstruction Oversight Deys 48| $7%0.00 $33,7%0
4 | Swveying Ls - 1| $2,000.00 $2.000
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Dames & Moore, Inc.
Job No. 18904-303-18¢
Beazer South Cavaicade Site
Concrete Paving Cost Estimate
By: MFBOB Dete: 11/16/98
PAVING QUANTITIES
lem [Activity Description Unit Unit Cost Total §
™3 | Remedal Design s $19,500.00 $19,500
As-bulkt Drawings LS $7,500.00 $7.500
GENERAL CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $0,700 |
PROJECT SUBTOTAL: (7]
20% Contingency $130.888
TOTAL COST: WM
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Unit |Quantity| UnitCost | Totais
sy 8506 8125 98,948
sy 5,556 $0.42 $2,365
cy 572 $10.4 98,081
cY o14 $5.87 4219
SF | 49388 $0.70 4572
oY 1,229 27 $33,433
sy 3 027 $12207
cyY 3,582 $5.50 $19,701
cy 3,045 $17.38 $52.907

10 [impected Soll Amendments ( pine bark, ures) cY 3,045 $15.00 $48,678
11rhuh&nnb-duqa-dn;ﬂﬂhhhﬂaﬂ TONS 750 $06.00 $84474
Non-Hazardous
12 [Traaporeton of Dbposed NonHez et~ [1oaDs| 3o smoso|  ssvoso
13 En.mumumvmm) TONS |  s1e8.00 $31,448
Hezardous
14}mn.-nnauunuuu-un-u-u LOADS 10|  $7000 so.008
1shhu-upun¢unm-uuluﬁl cy 7480 $4.10 $31.308
16 |1°Water Orip Lines HDPE - ¥ 3.520 70| - s2404
17 [1°VB-1 Vaives EA “ $20.00 $000
18 [1-1/2° PVC Wetar Line Header w/ bends L ] $8.00 $200
1 “D” 3" Air infet Plpe with sock P aauj $0.50 81980
2 [ VBK1 Vieves EA 2 $38.00 s1470
| 21 1e" Hoader =" HOPE Pipe with connections LF 40 $2.50 $1,080
:zlruuumn&ounmpnr!nn LF jgnl $0.30 $1,008
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Dames & Moore, inc.
Job No. 18004-303-188
Beazer South Cavaicade Site
o
SIOCELL QUANTITIES
M]Aﬂvlym Unt | Quantity! UnkCost Total §
23 [6" Header "B” HDPE Plpe with connections WF amF $2.50 $1,050
24 Blower Suction "C” PVC Pipe with 2 90 bends LF 80 $4.00 $200
25 J3/8° Stainless Steel Tubing (smmonia) \F 210 $1.19 $1.510
26 11/2° Copper Tubing (water Ine) FIELD ROUTED LF 210l K77 2
74 . Fittings, Bolis, Couplings, & Valves, Iniet F* LS 1 $5,000.00 $8,000
28 [8" Butterfly Vaive EA 1 $350.00 $356
29 [Misceliansous instruments Ls 1f  $10,000.00 $10,000
30 |[Pipe Stand Concrets 3000 pei/28 dey & Steel Beams| EA 42 $200.00 $8.400
31 |Piping instaliation - 20 deys labor : 3 man crew DAYS 20 $1,050.00 $21,000
32 |Piping Insulstion - Water Maine LS 1]  $5,000.00 $8,000
33 |Hypaion Cover (giue seams & anchor wf sandbags) sy 8,052 $10.00 $50,516
M Tm»mim LF 800 $28.00 $12,800
35 jRental of Onx FracTank DAY 90 $30.00 $2,700
s EA 1 $300.00 $300
7 LS 1 $7,800.00 §7.,500
X
I Eond 7 Boyond 4. sy 17 $18.98 2211
Limestone Compacted to 90% Modiied Proctor sy " $Ma2e 07
Limestone Compected to 50% Modifiad Procior 8y 100 4“2
Carben Adsorbers Foundation 2 @ 10°20°
LS 1] $15,000.00 $18,000
\F 12 $10.00 $1.5920
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Unit Cost Total §

$70,000.00 $140,000

$1,800.00 $3,000

(L

$110,060.00 $110,000

$117,822.00 $117.922

$131,208.00 $131.208

4 $32,802.00 $32,002
5 Sampiing Labor (192 hours/yder @ $72.00) SYRS 1| $56,681.00 $56,681
6 |  LabCosts- 5300sampie+s400/uarter-orgenicsl 5 YRS 1| s2e2r200| s227
7 Four Quarterly Reports for Sampling per yeer SYRS 1] $123,008.00 $123,008
[ ] Miscelansous Supplies for 5 years SYRS 1 $8,200.00 $8,200

JOne Time inlial Sampling Fees (no vealidation)

SAM $100.00 $2000

MR 10 7200 720

Ls 1 $800.00 9500

sY “"A s $21081
sy nATe s1.08 24003

sY ‘a.qva St 20 28,100
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Unit | Quantity | Unit Cost Tomi §
sy 18,741 027 $84,553
8y 22474 $426 $00,990
DAY 5| $1,080.00 $5250
TONS ] $163.00 $800
TONS 35 $165.00 $8,778
LOADS 2 $700.00 $1,400
LS 1] $10,000.00 $10,000
DAYS 60 $780.00 $54,000
Ls 1 $2,000.00 $2,000
400,216

Notes: Regired Vehame 7210 CY ever two biocels
Biocell Dimensions: 2 biocels @ 210°'X80°X T

Nots:  This estimate doss not inchude or stormwwater fresiment during conatruciion.

Assumglisr: Uss of two bioskid packages placed west of each

oach biecell, centered along the length.

Assumplan: Soll Processing Unit ol In place. Utlies for contractor ol In place.
Complels

Ro-Mobiization doss not scoir,

m mmummumqmmn-smul-n

Assumplienc Estimate Based on 3008 CY i place.
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APPENDIX B

SOIL WASHING COST ESTIMATE
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Unit | Quantity Unit Cost Total $
s 1} $100,000.00 $100,000
s 1 $30,000.00 $30,000
s 1 $50.000.00 $50,000
s 1| $200,000.00 $200,000
TON £.300 $a.14 $19,801
TON €.300 $38.00 $220,900
DAY 100 $5.000.00 $500,000
DAY 1w $4,500.00 $450,000
L 1] $259,500.00 $253,500
TON 2,635 $10.00 $20,550
TON “s $1,000.00 $448,002
TON 820 $1,000.00 $620,000
TON 570 $1.000.00 $570,000
GAL 62,200 $1.50 383,300
ToN 1.2% $1,000.00 $1.250,000
GAL 240,000 $0.50 $120,000
TON 8.300 2.3 s14.008
Ls 1|  $150,000.00 $150,000
DAY 100 $750.00 $75,000
s 1 $15,000.00 $15,000
Ls 1 $30,000.00 $30.000

Yt
$1.300.557
“791.600 |

o &k impested Busvtion hased en S5.50/CY and 1.78 TONCY
o 3 Cloan Sasdfil based sn SLEN/CY and 1.8 TONCY

Mo & Sofl Washing atasiats Unk Cout (o based on Piist Test Chemicel Use Duta
Rom 17 High TH0 Waah Water Olapasel i based on S gpm hlowdewn, for 8 hra/day, for 100 deye.
tems 4, 7,8 and %0 Meblination, Sell Washing Equipment and Labor Costs, and Demobiltuation

s haned en Contrastnr Side

o 140: Quendily Sannd on 880 tone of dry dhvided by he 1.78 ton/oy facter. This 400 dry CY o

iigfied by £ % asasunt for water sauliing in SIR CY of wet droth shadge. ¥ 1/3 of this is desanted

0 waler, hen 308 CY of Desastied Prath Liguid must be daposed. 308 CY=00,200 gallers @ $1.00/palion.
o 16 Felloning dossnting of Soth wuter as doosrbed in Rem 14, 834 CY of wat ath eludgs will remain.

Muliglying by £ n/CY for wet waterisd somulls In 1,350 tome.

*Boms 1313 and 35 Far budigetary cont astinaling pupeses, incinesstion le sonsidered as the dlaposel
aliomative dos % the patentil epplisshilly of Phass & Land Dispossl Aeetricions and Undversal Trestmert
Sha.dards. Howover, Sesnsr rsserves e right 1 seek shomative remedia) measwres for beatment of sell

wahing rosidunia, § nossasary.
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Dames & Moore, Inc.
Job No. 18804-303-012

Beazer South Cavaicade Site

Soil Washing: Product Residual Stream Summary

By: BH/MB Date: November 1895

e

Feed 6300 Feed

+6" Debris 315 Residual
6, +2.5° Debris 130 Residual
2.5, +0.5" Aggregate 820 Residual
0.5, +10 Mesh Aggregate [570 Residual
Fioatation Tallings 3650 Washed
Fioatation Froth 820 dry, 1640 wet | Residual
Wash Water NA Residual
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APPENDIX C - ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT,
DOCKET NUMBER CERCLA 6-08-92
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 6 z

DALIAS, TEXAS o 3B

€ ™~

M Coa

IN THE MATTER OF 3 =
=3

REX KING and MARILYN LEE KING, E

PALLETIZED TRUCKING, INC., S o

BAPTIST FOUNDATION OF TEXAS, = =2

NERCHANTS FAST MOTOR LINES, INC., Se oW

and TRUCKING PROPERTIES, INC., o

PP

DOCKET NUMBER
CERCLA 6-08-92

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER
Proceeding Under the Authority of ON CONSENT
Section 122(g) (4) of the

Capr.hmivo Envirommental
Response, tion, and
Liability Act of 1980, as Amendeq,
42 U.8.C. § 9622(9g) (4)

vvvvvvvvvuvwvvvuwvvvvv

I. JURLISDICTION

1. This Administrative Order on C.nsent ("Consent Order”) is
issued and entered into t to the authority vested in the
President of the United States by Rection 122(g)(4) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Rooponu Ccapensatlion, and uabll:lty
Act of 1980, as amended Dby Superfurd Amendments
Reauthorization Act of 1986 ('MA"), Pub. L. No. 99-499, (2
U.8.C. 9622(g)(4), to reach settlements in actions under Section
106 or 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. 9606 or 9607(a) in matters
involving da ainimis parties. The authority vested in the
President has been delegated to the Administrator of EFA by
Bxecutive Order 12580, 52 FR 2923 (Jan. 29, 1987) and further
delegated to the Regional tors of the EPA by EPA

2. This Consent Order is issued to and entered into by

Trucking Properties, Inc. (successor by change of corporats name to
Mexchants, Inc.), a corporation organized under the laws of the
state of D.J.m:c: Marchants Fast Motor Lines, Inc. ("Merchants
Fast®), a corporation organized under the la\u of the State of
Delawvare; Poundation of Texas, a non-profit corporation
organised the Texas Mon-Profit Corporation Act: and Mr. Rex
King, MNrs. Marilyn lee King, and Palletized Trucking, Inc., a
corporation organized under the laws of the State of Texas ("Respondents”™).
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of this Consent Order involves only a minor portion of the response
costs at the Site, and that, (b) with respect to the Respondents,
the conditions set forth in CERCLA 122(g){1) (A) are met.

16. Respondents represent, and for the purposes of this
Consent Order EPA affirms and finds, that (a) Respondents’
involvement vith the Site is limited to purchasing all or a portion
of the Site and operation or leasing for the opexation of a
trucking termimal at the site, (b) the amount af the haszardous
substances contributed to the Site by the Respondents, if any, is
mirimal in comparison to other hazardous substances at the Site,
and (o) the toxic or other hazardous effects of the substances
contributed by the Respondents to the Site, if any, are minimal .n
comparison to other hazardous substances at the facility.

. IV. DEIERMINATIONS

Based upon the Statements of Pact set forth above and on the
administrative record for this Site, EPA has determined that:

17. The Site as described in Section III of this Consent
Order is a "facility” as that term is defined ip Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.8.C 9601(9).

18. Respondents are "persons" as that term is defined in
Section 101(21) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9601(21).

19. Respondents are "owners" of a facility vithin the meaning
of Section 107(a)(l) of CERCIA, 42 U.8.C. 9607(a)(1), and are
*potentially responsible parties® within the meaning of Section

122(g) (1) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. 9622(g)(1).

20. The past, present, or future migration of hasardous
substances from the S8ite constitutes an actual or threatened
"release” as that term is defined in Section 101(22) of CERCIA, 42
U.8.C. 9601(22).

21. settlement with the Respondents is practicable and
the public intersst vithin the meaning of Section 122(g) (1) of
CERCIA, 42 U.8.C. 9622(g)(1).

23. This Consent Orxder involves at most only a minor portion
of the response costs incurred and to be incurred at the Site
pursuant to Section 122(g) (1) of CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. 9622(g)(1).

23. Respondents are eligible for a de minimis settlement

pursuant to section 122(g)(1)(A) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C,
9622(g) (1) (A) .
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V. QRDER

24. Based upon the administrative record for this Site and
the Statement of Facts and Determinations set forth above, and in
consideration of the promises and covenants set forth herein, it is
hereby AGRERD TO AND ORDERED:

V. AMXCESS AND NOTICE

2. Respondents hereby grant to EPA, its employess,
representatives, oontractors, agents, and all other man-
perforaing actions undar EPA’s oversight, a r of
access to the Site for the purposes of monitoring the terms of this
Consent Order and performing response actions at the Site. Nothing
herein shall limit EPA’s right of access under applicable lav.

2¢. Within 60 days of the effective date of this Consent
Order, Respondents shall file in the land records of Harris County
a notice, approved by EPA, to subsequent purchasers of the land,
that haszardous substances were disposed of and will contimue to
remain in both the soils and ground water at the Site. This notice
shall indicate that the development of the Site for residential use
is inappropriate due to the continuing presence of hasaxdous
substances at the site. This notice shall also include a copy of
this Consent Order and the Consent Decree between EFA and Beaszer
mt, Inc. In addition, within 10 days of filing of such notice,
shall provide documentation to EPA verifying that they

m- filed the required notice pursuant to this paragraph.

27. Nothing in this Consent Order shall in any manner
restrict or limit the nature or scope of :esponse actions which may
be taken by EPA in fulfilling its respoasibilities under federal
lav. Respondents recognize that the implementation of response
actions at the Site may interfere with the use of their ;roperty.
EPA, its employees, tives, contractors, agents, and all
other persons pert: rupomactimmm'u oversight
shall use their best efforts not to unreasonably interfere with the
Weimo:mmuummbywmm
and actions, will use their best efforts to give the

rduon-bl. notice prior to such .
agres to cooperate with EPA in the implementation of responss
actions at the Site and further agree not to interfere with such
response actions.

Vii. IR CARR

28. Mothing in this Consent Order shall be construed to
mzmwozmuwummmmnﬁm
to hasardous substances at the Site or their auty to with
all applicabls laws and regulations. Such due care shall ] "
but not be limited to (a) preventing the installation of water
mx-mmsiumttorthomotmm
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investigation, remediation, or other activities authorized by EPA,
(b) preservation, protection, repair, and maintenance of concrete
foundations, parking areas, and other paved areas currently
existing and under which hazardous substances remain, and (c)
compliance vith icable lawvs and regulations applicnhl. to the
installation, tenance, operation, or closure of existing
‘mdergronnd storage tanks ("UST") on the Site. Respondents shall
provide notice to EPA concurrent with any required notice to the
Texas Water Commission ("IWC") prior to closure of any UST on the
Site. EPA will provide notice of and an opportunity to cure any
vioclation of subparagraph 28(b) provided that such violation is not
cauodhytmmt- m-opportunicytomomunot
exceed 1 stipulated penalties shall start accruing on

?t“ mohvcnthi t uth) day tou.winq the date of notice of violation

viola

VIIX. FRAXMENZ

29. Respondents shall pay the sum of $84,651.76 to the
Hazardous Substance Response Trust Fund within 30 days of the
effective dats of this Consent Order.

30. The payment specified in Paragraph 29 shall be made by
certified or cashier’s check(s) payable to "EPA Hazardous Substa...e
Superfund.® BEach check shall reference the site name, the name and
address of the Respondents, and the EPA docket mumber for this
action, and shall be sent to:

Regional Hearing Clerk (6C)

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

P.O. Box 360582M

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251

Respondents shall simultanecusly send a ocopy of each
check to those EPA representatives designated in Section XVI.

31. For each failure by a Respondent to mest any requirement
mthumm such Respondent shall pay stipulated
penalties in tb-l-mtuttorth below for each day, or part
thereof, during which the violation continues:

Period of Penalty Per
railure to Comply

1st through 7th da $ 5,000
.?ﬁm 14th d:‘z :10,000

b § through 21st 1%,000
22nd through 2eth aay $20,000

29th day and beyond $25,000
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32. In addition to the penalties listed in paragraph 31 and

any other Mu or sanctions available to EPA, a civil penalty

of up to $25,000 per day may be assessed against a Respondent for
each failure ormlbymchmspondonttoco-plyv:lthauytm
or condition of this Consent Order pursuant to Section 122(1) of
CERCIA, 42 U.8.C. 9622(1).

33. Stipulated and civil penalties shall be paid by certified
or cashier’s check within 30 days of receipt of a dsmand letter for
pamtl or within 30 days of final dispute resolution, wvhichever

ater.

34. Docket No. CERCILA 6-08-92 should be cl.u-ly typed on the
check to ensure pr-rer credit.

38. BRach check for stipulated or civil penalties shall be

nade payable to the Hazardous Substance Superfund and sent to:

Regional Hearing Clerk (6C)

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

P.O. Box 360382M

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251

Respondents shall simultanecusly send a copy of the check
and a transaittal letter vhich includes a brief description of the
violation to those representatives of EPA designated in Section
XvI.

36. The parties shall use their best efforts to resolve all
4isputes or differences of opinion informally. If, however, the
parties are unable to resolve such matters ly, then the
position advanced by EPFA shall be considered binding unless the
m invoke the dispute resolution provisions of this

3. It ts disagree with. EPA’s assessmant of

.tipuhtdml urmumimno:m.wm:.

£y EPA in writing of their objections and the

mm v:l.:ua 7 calendar days of receipt of RPA’s demand

!or payment. 8Said notice shall set forth the speciftic points of

and state the basis for the Respondents’ position.

I:I.thln 10 days of EPA’s recsipt of such written notice, EPA shall
provide to Respondents its decision on the pending dispute.

38. EPA’s decision pursuant to paragraph 37 shall bob:l.nuns

mnxmummm, unless Respondents,
mtymummqozmnmmobjmm
mmm Management Division Director for Region
to convens an informal conference for the purpose of discussing
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Respondents’ cobjections and the reasons for EPA’s determination.
The Hasardous Waste Management Division Director shall issue a
vritten decision within 10 days from the date of the informal

conference.

39. Bxcept as set forth below, in any dispute, ts
shall have the burden of showing that EPA’s position, including
without limitation any interpretation of ths terms and conditions
of this Comsent Order and of applicable federal anpd state law and
regulations, wvas arbitrary and capricious or otherwise not in
acocrdance with law.

40. The existence of a dispute as defined herein, and EPA’s
consideration of suca matters as placed into dispute shall not
excuse, toll, or suspend any compliance obligation or deadline
required to this Consent Ordexr. During the pendency of
the dispute resolution process, stipulated penalties with respect
to the disputed issue shall accrue, but payment of stipulated
penalties shall be stayed pending resclution of the dispute.
Stipulated penalties shall be calculated for each day of non-
compliance with this Consent Order inning with the first day of
non liance and including the period during which the Dispute
Resolution procedures were on~going. If, however, the dispute is
uﬂl‘:irbt:].zu. resolved in Respondents’ favor, no stipulated penalties

41. MNotwithstanding any other provisions of the Consent
Order, no action or decision by EPA, including without limitation,
decisions of the Regional Administrator of Region 6 (or his
designee), pursuant to this Consent Order shall constitute final
agency action giving rise to any rights to judicial reviewv prior to
EPA’s initiation of - judicial action %o compel Respondeits’
compliance wvith the mandates of this Consant Oxrder.

42. Unless othexwise specifically set forth herein, the
failure to provide expressly for disputs resolution in any section
of this Consent Order is not intended and shall not bar Respondents
from invoking this Section as to any disputs arising under thi
Consent Order. However, no dispute resolution decisions issued
pursuant to this Section shall be subject to this dispute
resolution section.

XI. CERTINICATION OF RESPONDENTS

43. The Respondents
knovledge and belief they have provided to the United States all

information cxxrently in their possession and in the possession of
their agents, officers, directars, loyess, or contractors which
relates in any way to the ‘o operation, mlen‘.:
ut..‘:..'ti ﬂ'!‘ﬂl'lﬂleltilll, or di‘i‘”ﬂll of hasardous substances a
or in caiﬁ-w,, Botion wvith the site. S :
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III. COVENANZ NOT 10 SUR

44. Subject to the reservation of rights in Section XIII of
this Consent Order, upon payment of the amounts specified in
Paragraph 29, Section VIII, of this Consent Order, RPA covenants
not to sue or take any other civil or administrative action
the Respondents for any and all civil liability pursuant to
sections 106 or 107(a) of CERCLIA, 42 U.8.C. 9606 or 9607(a), or
Section 7003 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as
anended, 42 U.S8.C. 6973, vith regard to the Site.

45. In consideration of EPA’s covenant not to sue in
Paragraph 44, Section XII, of this Consent Order, the mﬁu
agres not to assert any claims or causes of action the
United States or its contractors or its employees or the Haszardous
Substance Superfund arising out of expenses incurred or payments
made pursuant to this Consent Order, or to seek any other costs,
damages, or attorney’s fees from the United States or its
c:ntnctor- or employees arising out of response activities at the
Site.

XIXII. REESERVATION OF RIGHTS,

46. Nothing in this Consent Order is intended to be nor shall
it be construed as a release or covenant not to sue any
hlrmdm(-) for clain or cause of action, administrative or
judicial, at law or equity, wvhich the United States, including
EPA, may have against any such Respondent(s) for:

(a) Any liability as a result of failure to comply with this
Ooxder;

(b) Any liability as a result of failure to make the payments
required by Paragraph 29, section VIII, of this Consent Order:;

(6) Any liability as a result of any future failure to
exarcise due care with respect to hazardous substances at the Site;’

(4) Any liability resulting from any future exacerbation by
Respondents of the release or threat of release of haszardous
substances from the Site;

(e) Any and all criminal liability; or

(£) Any matters not expressly included in the covenant not to
sue set forth in this Consent Order. :

47. Nothing in this Consent Order constitutes a covenant not
to sus or to take action or othervise limits the ability of the
United States, including EPA, to seek or cbtain further relief from
the Respondents, and the covenant not to sue in Paragraph 44,
Section XIX, of this Consent Order may be modified or declared to
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be null and void at the discretion of EPA, if information
materially different from that specified in Section III is
discovered which indicates that Respondents fail to meet any of the
criteria specified in section 122(g) (1) (A) of CERCLA.

48. Rxcept as otherwvise expressly ided in Paragraph 44,
Section XIX, of this Consent Order, no*h in this consent Order
is intended as a release or covenant not to sue for any claim or
cause of action, administrative or judicial, civil or criminmal,
or future, in lav or in equity, wvhich the United Stutes,
luding RPA, may hava against any person, firm,6 corporation or
other entity not a signatory to this Consent Order.

49. RPA and Respoundents agree that the actions undertaken by
the Respondents in accordance with this Consent Order do not
constitute an admission of any liability by the Respondents. The
Respondents do not admit and retain the right to controvert in any
subsequent proceedings, other than proceedings to implement or
enforce this Consent Order, the validity of the Statement of Facts
or Determinations contained in this Consent Order.

XIV. CONTRIRUTION FROTECTION

30. B8ubject to the reservation or rights in Section AI.., of
this Consent Order, EPA agrees that by entering into and upon
carrying out the terms of this Consent Order, Respondents will have
resolved their liability to the United States for those matters set
forth in the covenant not to sue, Paragraph 44, Section XII, as
provided by section 122(g) (1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9622(9) (SL,‘ and
shall have satisfied their liability for those matters within the
meaning of section 107(a) of CERCIA, 4z U.8.C. 9607(a) and are
entitled to contribution protection under "ERCLA Section 113(f) (2),
42 U.8.C. 9613(f)(2).

S1. This Consent Order shall apply to and be binding upon and
inures to the benefit of the Reaspundents and their officers,
directors, sharsholders, employees, agents, affiliates, successors
(including, but not limited to successors-in-title), heirs, and
assigns. 7The signatories represent that they are fully authorised
to enter into the terms and conditions of this Consent Order and to
legally bind the Respondents. DlNotwithstanding the foregoing,
Mexchants Fast does not currently own or opsrate any portion of the
Site, and, as a result, Merchants Fast has no current duties or
obligations under Paragraphs 25, 26, 27, 28, 52, and 53 of this
Consent Order, and Merchants Fast shall have no liability based
solaly on the failure of any other Respondent to mqn its duties
and cbligations under such Paragraphs.

52, In the event that Respondents transfer title or
possession of the 8ite, they shall notify the EPA at least 30 days
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prior to any such transfer and shall continue to be bound by all of
the terms and conditions of this Consent Order unless EPA agrees
othervise and modifies this Consent Order accordingly.

83. In the event that Respondents transfer title or
possession of the Site, they shall provide any such transferee vwith
a copy of this Consent Order together with a written notice stating
that such transferee (a) is subject t> all of the requirements of
the Consent Order including, without limitation, the requirement to
provide EPA continuing access to the property for the purposes of

nonitor its envirommental status, taking remedial action,
or enforcing the terms of this Consent Order, or

impl .
othervise discharging EPA’s regulatory responsibilities, and (b) is
required to exercise continuing due care, as described in Section
VII, in avoiding future releases from the Site. In addition, in no
event shall the conveyance of any interest in property that
includes, or is a portion of, the Site release or otherwise affect
the liability of the Respondents to comply with this Consent Order.

XVI. JORM OF NOTICR

S4. All notices required to be given purspant to this Consent
Order shall be in writing, unless otherwise expressly authoriszed.
Notices or submissions required by this Consent Order shall b«
deemed timely if deposited with the United States Postal Service or
an equivalent delivery service on or before the due date.
times under this Consent Order shall run from the date of receipt,
unless otherwise specified. Documents, notices, and other
co ce to be submitted pursuant to this Consent Order shall
be sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, express mail
service, or some equivalent delivery service providing proof of
delivery to the following addresses or to such other addresses as
the Parties hereafter may designate in writing:

As_to the Environmental Protection Agency

Mark Fite

Remedial Project Manager (6H-SC)
U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Fax: (214) 655-6460 4

Marvin Benton

Assistant Regional Counsel (6C-WT)
U.8. Envirommental Protection Agency
14435 Ross Ave.

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Pax: (214) 655-2182
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As _to Respondents

Calvin Reeves

Vice President and General Counsel
Baptist Foundation of Texas

2001 Bryan, Suite 1500

Dallas, Texas 75201-3082

Pax: (214) 978-3395

Pres

Merchants Fast Motor Lines, Inc.
1733 Bast Highway 80

Abilens, Texas 79601

Pax: (915) 674-4608

Rex King ’
Palletized Trucking, Inc.
2001 Collingsworth
Houston, Texas 77249
Fax: (713) 225-0110

Robert Sternenberg

President

Trucking Properties, Inc.

2929 Allen Parkway, Suite 2100
Houston, Texas 77019

Pax: (713) 520-1041

As_to tha State

Louis Rogers
South Cavalcade Superfund Site Coordinator

Superfund and Emergency Response Section
Texas Water Commission

1700 North Congress

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Pax: (512) 463-8408

XVIi. RUBLIC COMMENT

3S. This Consent Order shall be subject to a thirty-day
public comment period pursuant to Section 122(i) of CERCIA, 42
U.8.C. 9622(1). In accordance wvith Section 122(1) (3) of CERCIA, 42
U.8.C. 9622(1)(3), EPA may vwithdraw or modify consent to this
Consent Order if comments received disclose facts or eomidnntiom
vhich indicate that this Consent Order is inappropriate, improper,

or inadeguats.
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XVIII. ATTORMEY GENERAL AFPPROVAL
86. The Attorney General or his designee has issued prior

wvritten approval of the settlement embodied in this Consent Order

in accordance with Section 122(g) (4) of CERCLA.

$7. The effective date of this Consent Order shall be the
date upon vhich EPA issues written notice to the Respondents that
the public comment period pursuant to Paragraph 55, Sectiom XVII,
this Consent Order has closed and that comments rsceived, if
any, do not require modification of or BPA withdrawal from this
Consent Orxder.
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ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT
SOUTH CAVALCADE STREET SUPERFUND SITE
DOCKET NO. CERCLA 6-08-92

IT IS 50 AGREED AND ORDERED:

REX and MARILYN LEE KING
(for themselves and for
”nn:— 4 ﬂco)

. ~

Date:

e Date: ///lgl/f””

1 KL

BAPTIST PFOUNDATION OF TEXAS

[= - fA

.‘!’Dw
By: S 7&,._ %;ﬁﬁg Datu:_/“%" 7Z
Mr. Calv s

Vice President and
General Counsel

NERCEANTS FAST MOTOR LINES, INC.

nyz M Date:

1-23-72

. t&ntrong 6

mz PROPERTIES, TNC.
By Robert SW Date: 7 =
_ President

. J. wynne
Regional Administrator

Region 6
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ROD Amendment No. 1

Appendix D
Responsiveness Summary
Page 1

Responsiveness Summary
South Cavalcade Street Superfund Site
ROD Amendment No. 1

This Responsiveness Summary has been prepared to provide written responses to comments submitted
regarding the Proposed Plan of Action for the South Cavalcade Superfund Site in Houston, Texas.

EPA received public comment for the South Cavalcade Site Proposed Plan during a 30 day comment
period from February 9 through March 12, 1997. During that period, EPA received comments from each
land owner and Beazer East. Each land owner and Beazer East supported the proposed amendment in
writing. The landowners’ comments are included with this amendment as Appendix E and do not require
aresponse. Beazer East’s comments and EPA’s response are provided below. In addition, on February
20, 1997, EPA held a meeting at which the public was allowed to comment on this proposed plan. A
public notice announcing the public comment period and public meeting was printed in the Houston
Chronicle on February 9, 1997. No comments opposing the plan were received from the general public
during the comment period.

Beazer East Inc. Comments
1. General Comments
a. Soil Washing

Comment: The 1993 Soil Washing Pilot Study conclusively demonstrated that soil washing would
not successfully reduce constituent concentrations to meet the remedial goals in forty percent
(40%) of the impacted soil. Consequently, the Pilot Study indicated that soil washing would be
neither protective of human health nor cost-effective. Beazer recommends that the Proposed ROD
Amendment be revised to more clearly reflect this point. Specific suggestions are set forth in the
Specific Comments section below.

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment and agrees that the soil washing pilot test failed to
conclude that soil washing could successfully remediate contaminated soils on site and made
changes to paragraph 1.e, and 4.a. to “more clearly reflect this point.” However, since soil
washing cost effectiveness was not the principal criteria for deciding to amend the ROD, EPA
does not believe a revision is necessary to “more clearly reflect” the reasons for this amendment.
EPA believes it adequately addressed the impact cost-effectiveness had on the decision to amend
the remedy in Section 5(g) of the ROD Amendment.
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ROD Amendment No. 1

Appendix D
Responsiveness Summary

Page 2

b.

Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate Standards (“ARARs”)

Comment: The proposed revised remedial alternative is a cap consisting of at least 6 inches of
steel reinforced concrete. Beazer concurs with EPA's conclusion that there are no federal or state
requirements which are applicable to the proposed cap. Howeve:, the draft Proposed Amended
ROD states that certain requirements contained in 40 CFR Part 264, Standards for Owners and
Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities, are "relevant and
appropriate.”" The Proposed Amended ROD states that "relevant and appropriate” standards are
those which address situations or problems sufficiently similar to those encountcred at the site that
their use is warranted. Beazer does not believe that the hazardous waste regulations listed as
"relevant and appropriate” address situations or problems sufficiently similar to those at this site,
given the proposed revised remedy, such that their use is warranted. Basically, although a concrete
cap has been proposed for the amended remedy, the remedy is not analogous to those employed to
accomplish closure of hazardous waste landfills.

Each of the regulations cited relates to the closure, post-closure and/or post-closure maintenance of
a hazardous waste disposal facility. Generally speaking, these regulations assume that the media
surrounding the disposal facility has not been impacted and include measures to prevent and
monitor the potential for such an impact. In addition, these regulations include technical
construction standards which have not been proposed or evaluated for this site. For example, one
of the requirements of 40 CFR §264.310(b), which is one of the sections referenced as "relevant
and appropriate,” is that the owner/operator continue to operate the leachate collection and
removal system until leachate is no longer collected. Clearly, such a requirement is not "relevant
and appropriate” with respect to the Proposed Amended ROD. Moreover, reference to the cited
sections of the RCRA standards on closure of hazardous waste landfills as "relevant and
appropriate,” is not only incorrect, it may prove confusing o other parties in terms of the
requirements to be contained in the Amended RCOD.

In sum, Beazer believes that the listed sections of 40 CFR Part 264 are not relevant and
appropriate standards to the proposed amended soils remedy of this site. Therefore, Beazer
requests that the Proposed Amended ROD be revised by deletion of the reference to these
regulations as "relevant and appropriate”, and that a sentence be included that EPA has concluded
that there are no federal or state standards that are "relevant and appropriate” to the proposed
amended soils remedy.

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment and agreed that the relevant and appropriate
standards proposed required clarification. However, EPA believes specific landfill requirements
are relevant and appropriate because landfilling and capping the contaminated Superfund soils in
place (the remedy described in this Amended ROD) are sufficiently similar. They are similar
because in either case untreated contamination essentially remains below the surface. EPA must
clearly assure the public it is adequately mitigating exposures to this contamination and it believes
there are existing RCRA ARAR's that can provide such assurance. Having established there is
just canse to list some ARAR’s, EPA agrees that it should list only very specific ARAR's which
describe specific performance as well as closure and post closure and care requirements.
Consequently, to clarify which requirements are relevant and appropriate, EPA removed ARAR
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citations that referenced RCRA requirements which were beyond the scope of this remedial action.
However, there were specific requirements in those removed ARAR’s which are relevent and
appropriate. Those requirements are groundwater monitoring as well as closure and post closure
care actions. Therefore, in lieu of citing specific ARAR’s EPA added specific groundwater
monitoring and post closure requirements to the “Description of the New Alternative” text found
in the Amended ROD.

Consistency with the 1988 ROD

Comment: In the 1988 ROD, EPA concluded that those affected soils on the site that were
covered by existing concrete did not pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the
environment. Thus, the selection of steel reinforced concrete to cap the currently uncapped areas
of the site where affected soils contain constituents of concems at levels in excess of the remedial
goals, is consistent with the approach of the 1988 ROD. Beazer believes that it may be
appropriate to highlight this point further in the Proposed Amended ROD.

EPA Response: EPA agrees the current ROD does not require excavating soil beneath existing
structures and pavements at this time. However, the ROD states that if monitoring shows
contaminants are leaching from beneath existing structures EPA may require additional remedial
action (see ROD p. 32). Therefore EPA has not concluded that soils on the site covered by
existing concrete will never threaten human health or the environment. Therefore in response to
this comment EPA did not believe any changes to the proposed plan were required.

Remedial Approach

Comment: Beazer would like to clarify that the a:fected soil on site is not a hazardous waste
unless it is actively managed. Moreover, much oi the soil would not qualify as a listed hazardous
waste and does not exhibit a characteristic of a hazardous waste and, thus, would not be a
hazardous waste, even if actively managed. Therefore, Beazer believes that it is more appropriate
to refer to a "remedial approach” rather than a "hazardous waste management approach” in the
Proposed Amended ROD.

EPA Response: In response to actively managing affected soil, a waste is not defined by how it is
“actively managed. ” In any event EPA agrees it is appropriate to modify references to “hazardous
waste management approaches” to remedial approach.

2. Specific Comments

a. Page 3, paragraph 1d

Comment: Beazer believes that, for purposes of the Proposed Amended ROD, it is more accurate
to state: .
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In lieu of using the soil washing and soil flushing remedies originally selected in the
1988 ROD, EPA proposes that the areas where surface contamination exceeds the
1988 ROD established soil cleanup goals - 700 ppm total carcinogenic polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (cPAH)’ - be sealed with a reinforced concrete cover

EPA Response: EPA agreed with Beazer’s comment and made the suggested change.

b. Page 4, paragraph 1.d, second subparagraph.

Comment: Beazer recommends that this subparagraph be revised to state "Since capping
contamination changes the remedial approach originally established in the ROD..."

EPA Response: EPA agreed with Beazer’s comment and made the suggested change.

c. Page 4, paragraph 1.e, second subparagraph

Comment: Beazer recommends that this subparagraph be revised to state:

EPA Response: EPA reviewed Beazer’'s comment and, although it did not use the suggested

In 1993, during the remedial design phase BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study.
The study's results conclusively demonstrated that forty percent (40%) of the soil
volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goals contained in the ROD.
Consequently, soil washing: (1) could not provide the level of protection required by
the ROD; (2) failed to demonstrate short or long term effectiveness; (3) would not
reduce toxicity, mobility or volume of COC's for forty percent of the volume; (4) is
not implementable; and (5) is not cost-effective. Thereafter, BEI repeated its belief
that any contamination beneath the surface does not pose a realistic health risk.
Beazer requested that EPA reconsider the risk calculations, revising them to take into
account reasonably foreseeable exposure pathways given the current and anticipated
industrial site use.

revision, it agreed to rewrite the paragraph to clarify the point that the test did not provide

sufficient information to conclude full scale soil washing operations would provide any benefit.

d. Page 5, paragraph 2.b., lines 6-9.

Comment: Beazer recommends revising these lines to state:

design effort BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study; however, the study
conclusively demonstrated that forty (40%) percent of the soil volume could not be
washed to meet the remedial goal.

012951



012952

ROD Amendment No. 1

Appendix D
Responsiveness Summary

Page 5

h.

012952

EPA Response: See response to comment 2(c), referencing Page 4, paragraph 1.e, second
subparagraph.

Page 5, paragraph 2.b., Line 21.

Comment: Insert a new sentence and revise the last sentence:

When preparing the 1988 ROD, EPA determined that existing concrete and structures
provided sufficient protection against reasonably foreseeable exposure to soils affected
by COCs at levels in excess of remedial goals. Similarly, based upon the revised EPA
principal threat guidance, EPA believes BEI's proposed concrete cover over
previously uncapped areas affected by the same COCs at similar levels will provide
reliable and sufficient containment and protection against reasonably foreseeable
exposure pathways, and provide greater overall protection to human health and the
environment than the 1988 ROD remedy

EPA Response: See response- to comment 2(c), Consistency with the 1988 ROD, above.
Page 6, Exposure Pathway, Table 1.

Comment: We could not locate a reference to Table 1 in the text. In addition, we found Table 1
potentially to be confusing because it appears to include exposure pathways which are no longer
viewed by EPA as "realistic”. Therefore, Beazer recommends that Table 1 be deleted.
Alternatively, if it is not deleted, it should be labeled as "Four Exposure Pathway Assumptions
Considered in Original RUFS" and a corresponding textual reference thereto should be inserted.

EPA Response: EPA included the reference to Table 1 in the second full paragraph of section 2(b),
“Reasons for Amending the ROD.” The purpose of Table 1 was to provide the potential pathways
designated in the ROD.

Page 6, second paragraph, last sentence.

Comment: Beazer recommends that the last sentence be revised to state: "Therefore, this pathway
does not present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment.

EPA Response: EPA agreed with the suggested revision and included the revision in the
amendment.

Page 6, third paragraph.
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Comment: Since this is the first reference to "brownfield" you may wish to move the footnote
from page 9 to this page.

EPA Response: EPA agreed with Beazer's suggestion and moved the footnote to the first reference
to brownfields.

Page 6, fifth paragraph

Comment: Beazer recommends that the last sentence be revised to state, "Furthermore, the deed
restrictions imposed as a result of the administrative orders on consent with the property owners
provide institutional controls to inhibit residential land use."

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment but decided not to modify the proposed plan since
the Administrative Order on Consent states residential land use is “inappropriate.”

i. Page 7, first paragraph
Comment:

Beazer recommends that the first sentence be revised to state, “To summarize the reasons for
amending the 1988 ROD, the soil washing pilot study conclusively demonstrated that soil
washing was not cost-effective and would not achieve the remediation goals set forth in the
1988 ROD."

Beazer recommends that the last sentence be revised to state "EPA evaluated the land use and
concluded that, given the current and most reasonably anticipated future land use, the concrete
cap adequately would protect human health and the environment by severing exposure
pathways, just as the pre-existing concrete and structures were deemed to do in the 1988
ROD.”

EPA Response: See EPA Response to comment on 2(c), referencing Page 4, paragraph 1.,
second subparagraph above.
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Page 7, paragraph 3

Comment: As Beazer has previously discussed, it does not believe that the RCRA regulations
listed in Table 3 are "relevant and appropriate” with respect to the proposed concrete cap.
Therefore, Beazer requests that the last sentence be revised to state "EPA does not believe that
there are any ARARs with respect to the proposed amended capping remedy.” In addition, Table
3 should be deleted.

EPA Response: See EPA Response to comment “Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate
Standards (“ARARs”)”

Page 8, paragraph 4.a

Comment: Beazer believes that the list of potential exposure pathways may be confusing to the
reader since the previous discussions indicated that: (1) the administrative order requirements
imposed upon the property owners has eliminated the first category; (2) the second pathway
category was determined not to pose an unacceptable risk; and (3) EPA has concluded that
residential use is not a reasonably foreseeable future use of the property. Therefore, the only
exposure pathway which remains is "inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by
on-site commercial occupants.” Thus, it would be clearer to eliminate the first three exposure
pathways included in the list or eliminate the list entirely.

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment and agreed that the proposal could be clarified.
The proposal was clarified by refering to only the most probable pathway identified in the
“Summary of Rational for Changing the Remedy Selected In the ROD.” See paragraph 5.a. in the
Amended ROD.

Comment: In addition, Beazer believes that it would be helpful to amend the sentence following
the list of exposure pathways to state "Consequently, as long as the land use remains similar to the
present use, which is the only reasonably foreseeable use of the property for the many reasons
discussed above, and the concrete cap...."

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment but did not believe changing the proposed plan was
warranted.

Page 8, paragraph 4.b

Comment: As discussed above, Beazer does not believe that the regulations listed on page 7 are
ARARs. Thus, Beazer requests that this paragraph be revised to state:
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The previous remedy, soil washing, will not meet the ARAR's. While there are no
ARAR's with respect to the soils remedy set forth in the Proposed Amended ROD, the
concrete cap will be designed so as to minimize the need for further maintenance.

EPA Response: See EPA Response to comment 1(b), “Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate
Standards (“ARARs”).”

m. Page 9, paragraph 4.d

Comment: Beazer recommends that this section be revised to include an explanation that the pilot
study did not conclusively demonstrate that the soil washing remedy would not adequately reduce
toxicity, mobility or volume for forty percent (40%) of the affected soil.

EPA Response: EPA considered the response but concluded revising the proposed plan was not
necessary.

n. Page9, paragraph 4.g, second subparagraph

Comment: Beazer requests that the first, second and third sentences be revised to state:

As demonstrated by the soil washing pilot project, forty (40%) percent of the
affected soils could not be remediated to the remedial goals through use of the soil
washing remedy selected in the 1988 ROD. This would increase the financial risk
for bidders because the final volume of soil which could be treated and the
volume which would have to be disposed is uncertain. Such uncertainty will
increase the bid cost of the soil washing remedy. Elimination of the uncertainty
improves cost control.

EPA Response: EPA considered the response but concluded revising the proposed plan was
not necessary.
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TRUCKING PROPERTIES, INC. S T
March 11,1997
=
g9
Ms. Olivia Rodriguez Balandrén = .7;17
Community Relations Coordinator =0
U.S. Environmental Protsction Agency, Region 6 v = ;;7
1445 Ross Avenue (6SF-P) 23 —
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 = 2
= XY
:J o ::
RE: Proposed ROD Amendment :.i, '6\’
South Cavaicade CERCLA Site =
Houston, Texas

Dear Ms. Balandrén:

Trucking Propertiss, inc. is writing with regard to the United States Environmental Protection
wwwamqm)m»mmm-mm
remedy for the South Cavaicade Superfund site. . )

MMMMlWMdM*ﬂ.ummmn
signed a Consent Order with the USEPA in 1982. For the past several years we have been attempting
to sell this property for continued trucking operations. Over the past two years theee sfforts have
been hampered by the readily apparent incompiste remedial action construction activilies at the front
of our property. mnmmbmummmmmm
10 place a concrete cap as the final impacted soll remedy.

UBSEPA's approval of hMWWﬂﬂﬂumm
efforts, and the sale of this property 10 a new truckir9) mumhu”wl

We look forwand 0 the USEPA's finel approval of the ROD Ameagment e e

<
i
)
¢ §)
6
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Reply to: 97 Map
{
March 3, 1997 H g
.Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. Eavironmental Protection Agency, Region 6
1445 Ross Avenue (6SF-P)
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733
Re: Proposed ROD Amendment
South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas
Dear Ms. Balandrin:

comom- ssmnonysnuopo Box 5001 « Commerce City, co-aowsoon(mzoﬁfﬁﬁm‘laoa)ws
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. :REX KING, PRESIDENT
3

PHONE: (713) 225-330
) PALLETIZED TRUCKING INC ‘

VeR e
2001 COLLINGSWORTH STREET N
P. O. Box 8744
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77249 20 ol 1
29 4
March 7, 1997 S Z2 m
e E®2® 0
. “ 5 m
2 o 2
= i‘a m
Ms. Olivia Rodriguez Balandran 2 n“
Community Relations Coordinator z @
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 =
1445 Ross Avenue (6SF-P)

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

- RE: Proposed ROD Amendment
- South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
. Houston Tx

Dear Ms. Balandran:

Palletized Trucking, Inc. is writing to provide the United States Environmental Protection
Agency with comments on the proposed Record of Decision (ROD) Amendment which would
allow the use of concrete capping as a soil remedy at the South Cavaicade Superfund site

As you are aware, we are a property-owner at this site, and have even signed a Consent Order

with the USEPA regarding this site. We are very pleased to see the USEPA finally move
. forward with allowing Beazer to place a concrete cap as the final remedy for impacted soils at

this site. It has been nearly two years since Beazer ctarted full scale remediation activities,
which required us to vacate & significant portion of our trailer parking ares. Vacating that arca

for such a long period of time has hindered our operational efficiency and costs us a significant
. sum of money. The delay has also prevented us from proceeding with our tire shop
improvement project, which would be located in an area of the proposed concrete cap.

By approviag the proposed ROD Amendment and allowing Beazer to proceed with the
eulaumupi-hllhln&sUEEEA\ﬂﬂheukhgtpuhh'ulplnnndnulnh(ﬂil
propesty to its full business potential. Additionally, the new concrete cip will proy i
aninpvnﬂ!n:ﬁhllli:eu:unﬂncnihncunmunl-inaﬁlnnﬂyuuﬂlhltﬂn
eun:ndﬂboﬁdnpunnﬂv We have agreed with Beazer 10 accept responsibility for the
lnhi:lllﬂflh:ﬁlunuubnnhua\mkhiuund-ulwihalc'qCunu$0nhr
requiremenis 10 properly maintain the existing concrets areas on our property.
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Page 2
March 7, 1997

We look forward to the USEPA’s approval of the ROD Amendment so that design and

construction of the concrete cap can proceed as rapidly as possible.

WA

Mr. Michael Rex King
Vice President - Sales and Service

cc: Micheel Slenska, Beazer
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